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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Since the emergence of Sociology os a scientific discipline, a series of 

antinomies have been continually debated. The anal ysis of dichotomies such os 

theory-research, grand theory-middle range theory, and subjective-obiective has 

produced considerable tensions within the discipline, tensians that are frequently 

encountered in the defermination of the unit of sociological analysis. In this intro-

ductory chapter we will, in the course of examining the issue of the unit of socia-

logical analysis, establish the maior theoretical and empirical issues towards which 

this dissertation is addressed. 

The Unit of Analysis 

One of the earliest and yet most continually useful attempts to describe 

the unit of analysis in Sociology is to be found in Emile Durkheim's Rules of the 

Sociologicol fv'.ethod. 1 Durkheim's disC1..lSsion of sociol facts os "ways of acting'" 

that are external, constraining, general and independent directed Sociology to 

.mits such as norms, vol ues, etc. Thus, understandi ng the "cuI ture," "re:erence 

group," etc., of the subject would allow one to account for his behavior. In the 

same way, the approach of Max Weber though methodologically different, posed 

the same unit of analysis, the "underst:lndiog- of the actor. In either case the unit 

. lEmile Ourkheim, Rules af the Socialogical fv'.ethod, trans. by S. Sol­
way and J. Mueller (Glencoe, III.: Free Press, 1923). 

-1-
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of analysis is similarly construed, namely, the interiected or inlroiected components 

of one's social environment. 

As Tausky and Piedmont2 have recently noted in a review of the em-

plrlcal studies appearing in the recent volumes of the American Sociological Re-

view and the American Journal of Sociology, the obiect of study is most usually 

-attitudes" '(62.5% of the articles). Sociological reductionism, or "over-socialized 

conceptions of man" do tend to dominate empirical sociological studies. 

The mos.t predictable defense of this form of emphasis is that behavior 

Is tae "dependent variable" ond the obiect of study must be the determinant of the 

form of behavior being addressed. However, the failure to (1) specify precisely 

the quality and ql!Ontity of the behavior being addressed; and (more importantly) 

(2) the frequent foil ure to relate in a precise way the normative units to the be-

havior, has too often produced a self-fulfilling model in which the assumptions con-

ceming the relationship between the normative and behavioral u'nits are not ex-

amined. Frequently, the "obse~ation" of normative variations is the goal of socio-

logical research and not the examination of the relationship beiween normative 

variations and behavioral variations. 

In the following section we will demonstrate the relevanc<l and conse-

quences for sociological studies of communities in correctional institutions of this 

over-emphasis on normative I..'nits of analysis. 

2Curt Tausky and E.B. Piedmont, "The Sampling of Behavior," Ameri-

can Sociologist, 3 (1968), 49-51. --
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The Inmate Communit);' 

In tracing any concept or idea it is always difficult to decide where to 

begin. This problem becomes particularlY,actue when considering a topic as gen-

eral as the organization of inmate communities. In a significant way the founders 

of the Pennsylvania and Auburn prison systems
3 

recognized this organization. As 

Cloward has obser/ed, the underlying notion of these prison systems was that men 

were capable of po5i1ive change if conditions favorable to rehabilitation could be 

created, the most important of which was a "means of preventing contamination of 
~ 

prisoners through social interaction."4 It has, however, onl y been within the past 

two and one-half decades that the systematic study of this interaction and its effects 

has been undertaken. 

Following the dichotomy af units of analysis observed in the initial sec-

tion of this chapter ¥fe can organiz.e the research on,inmate communities into two 

sections. 5 First, those studies that have utilized the normative element as the unit 

of analysis. This mode include~ the vast majority of studies in this area and will be 

3For 0 summative statement on the origins and development of these sys­
tems see Harry E. Barne$ and Negley Teeters, New Horizons in Criminology (3rd 
ed.; New York: Prentice-Hall, 1959), pp. 337-342. 

4Richard A. Cloward, "Inmate Social System" in Theoretical Studies. 
In the Social Organization of Prisons (New York: Social Science Research Coun-
dl, 1960), p. 25. 

5TM following sections ore not intended to be reviews of all the liter­
ature on inmate communities, but rather an analysis of the major findings and 
theoretical formulations. Much of the I iterature is so repetitive of the major works 
that it does not contribute additional useful insights into the phenomena we are 
addressing. 
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referred to below as the studies of the inmate culture or inmate code. Second, 

those few studies that have attempted to analyze actual patterns of interaction, 

which will be referred to as interactional studies. In only two significant instances, 

to be discussed later, have these modes been adequately incorporated in a single 

study. 

The Inmate Culture 

The earliest published study in this mode was conducted by Hans Reimer. 
6 

Reimer used the participant-observation method to study the social life of inmates, 

spending three months in a state penitentiary. He found thaI there existed among 

the inmates a code containing "traditions, a social hierarchy, mores, attitudes and 

a mythology. ,,7 In particular he noted that there was a rigid status system that was 

recognized throughout the institution and that the fundamental element in the inmate's 

culture was a reie~tion "of the prevailing order of society personified by the insti­

tutional personnel."S This research was substantiated two years ioter in a similar 

9 
study by Hayner and Ash. 

It was, however, the work of Donald Clemmer entitled The Prison 

6Hons Reimer, "Socialization in the Prison Community," Proceedings 
of the American Prison Associstion, 67 (1937), 151- i56. 

7 
Ibid., p. 151. 

Slbid., p. 153. 

9Norman Hayner and E. Ash, "The Prison Community as a Social 
Group," American Sociological Review, 4 (1939), 362-369. 
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Community 10 that formed the basis for almost all 3ubsequent theory and research on 

Inmate communities. Clemmer spent nine years as a m!Jmber of the classification 

. f' '1 • t't t' • III' . 11 D' h" h d eOlnlnlttee 0 a maximum seCUri y inS I U Ion In InOIS. urlng t IS lime e a -

ministered a variety of questionnaires, conducted numerous interviews and analyzed 

the files of many inmates. 12 Though not exclusively, Clemmer's study was an 

analysis of what he termed the inmate culture. This analysis led him to conclude: 

[The prisoner's community] is a unique community since it is held together by 
walls and guns, lows and rules, yet in it, regardless of the reasons for its ex­
istence there are social relations, communications which make the relations 
possible, and other social processes. 13 

Clemmer contended that governing these relatior,ships was a value system that could 

be, like any cluture, analyzed in terms of the analyticol concepts of general sociol-

ogy and so termed it the inmate culture which he defined as: 

The habits, behavior systems, traditions, history, customs, folkways, codes, 
and lows and rules which guide the inmates and their ideas, opinions and 
attitudes toward or against homes, family, education, work, recreation, 

l°Donald Clemmer I The Prison Co,nmunity (Christopher Publishing Co., 
1940). Reissued by Holt, Rinehart and Winsto'l, 1958. Further references will be 
to the 1958 printing. 

llAlthough Clemmer's work was published later than those of Reimer 
and Hayner and Ash the data were gathered during the early thirties and the manu­
script was prepared by 1936. 

12Clemmer's methodology is not adequately explicated. It is clear 
however, that he did not follow random sampling procedures, "foiled to give con­
sideration to questions of reliability or validity and did not apply statistical tests 
to the data. Given the state of our discipline at the time Clemmer was trained one 
must, however, only cdmire his insight I ingenuity and persistence. 

13Clemmer I op, cit., p. 93. 
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· 14 government, prISons, ••• BtC. 

He divided this conglomeration of culture traits into the universal as-

pecls of the inmate culture, or those to which all inmates were exposed such as the 

dress, setting and language, and the c'riminalistic aspects which consisted of the 

-influences which breed or deepen criminality and antisociality:" 15 UnFortunately, 

Clemmer did not adequately describe these components in a more detailed and sys-

!ematic manner. However, this formulation has provided the basis for many writings 

that have attempted to particularize these components. 16 

Sykes and Messinger offer a statement that enumeratively summarizes 

the maior components of the inmate code. They are 

1. Don't interfere with inmate interests. Never rat [carry inFormation to 
officials) on a con (convict]. 

2. There are implicit iniunctions to refrain from quarrels or arguments with 
fellow prisoners ••• [unless there is] legitimate provocation. 

3. Inmates should not take advantage of one another. 
4. There are rules that have as their cenlTal theme the maintenance of self. 

Dignity and the ability to withstand frlYotration or threatening situations 
without complaining or resorting to subservience are widely acclaimed. 

5. Prisoners express a variety of maxims that forbid according prestige to 
the custodians or the world for which they stand. 17 

A similar anal ysis is given by Lloyd Ohlin. He describes the inmate 

14 
Ibid.:., p. 294. 

15Ibid ., p. 300. 

16For an extensive bibliography see Gresham Sykes and Sheldon f'ks­
dnger, "The Inmate Code," in Theoretical Studies in the Social Organization of 
~(NewYork: Social Science Research Council, 1960), pp. 5-7. 

17 
~,pp. 6-8. 
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culture fNhich he calls the prison code) in the following terms: 

The main tenet of this code forbids any type of supportive or nonexploitive 
lIasan with prison officials. It seeks to confer statu~ and prestige on those in­
mates who stand most clearly in opposition to the administration. The code 
Incorporates most of the values and orientations which inmates have shored in 
their criminal activities in the free community. These criminal beliefs and 
attitudes place ahigh premium on physical violence and strength, on ex­
ploitative sex relations, and predatory attitudes toward money and property. 
They place a strong emphasis on in-group loyalty.18 

As in the above enumeration the emphasis in Ohlin's analysis is on the anti-

administration orientation and the loyalty between inamtes. The inmate culture is 

described in the Clemmer tradition as being universal, in the sense that all inmates 

are exposed to it and learn it as a part of their institutional acculturation, and 

solidifying, in the se~e that it creates a true community of "believers"--those who 

live by the c1uture and therefore have high positive feeling for other members' of 

the community. 

These notions are made quite explicit in the most advanced theoretical 

analysis of the normative component of inmate culture, that developed by Erving 

Goffman in his analysis of "total institutions." 19 By total institutions Goffman means 

institutions that to a significantly greater degree than do other institutions encam-

pass the time and interests of its members. These differ from other institutions on a 

number of dimensions primary of which is the "breakdown of the barriers" ardinari Iy 

18Uoyd Ohlin, Sociology and the Field of Corrections (New York: 

Russell Sage Foundation, 1956), p. 28. 

19Erving GoHman, "The Inmate World," in The Prison, ed. by D. 
Cressey (New York: Holt, Ri'nehart and Winston, 1961), pp. 15-68. 
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separating the major spheres of life (work, sleep and play). In addition, there is 

a spltt between staff and inmates, an incompatability with the basic work-payment 

structure of society and the complete loss of autonomy by inmates. GoHman sug-

gesh that as a result of these factors on inmate culture develops that expresses two 

major themes. First, there is engendered a peculiar kind and level of self concern 

that takes the form of high degrees of inter-inmate suppart. Second, there is an 

emphasis on attempts to engage in activities that allow the inmate to psychologic~lIy 

remove himself from the institution. 

These pressures though general to total institutions can be interpreted 

as being even more intense in prisons because they do differ in significant ways 

from other total institutions. One of the primary differences has been presented by 

Cloward.
2O 

He paints out that other total institutions, to maintain stability, con-

vert force into authority. In other words, they convince their members that what 

they (the inmates) have to do is really what they want to do (e. g., the confinement 

of mental p~tients is accepted as treatment). However, this conversion does not take 

place in a penal setting because the legal process defines the prison experience as 

punishment which does not seem logically capable of being defined as desirable. 

Furthermore, the prison ta a greater degree thon other total institutions defines the 

Inmate as on undesirable, unworthy individual who is near the bottom of our status 

hl~rarchy (a process GoHman terms "self mortification"
21

). The implications of 

2OCloward, op. cit., pp; 20-22. 

21Goffman, op~ cit., p. 23. 
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these specific aspects of prison life for the character of the inmate culture are prob-

ably varied, however, following the formulation by Gaffman one would predict 

even greater degrees of inmate solidarity and anti-administration orientations. h 

Cloward states, "the acute sense of status degradation that prisoners experience 

generates powerful pressures to evolve means of restoring status. 22 In order to 

achieve status and thus escape, "the effect of internal izing and converting social 

rejection into self rejection ••• (the inmate) rejects his rejectors.,,23 Thus, the 

inmate group becomes an oblect of loyalty because it can give support to this re-

jection of conventional society. 

Only recently have there been attempts to empirically test aspects of 

the inmate culture model. or particular nole in this regard are the works by 

Wheeler, 24 and Glaser.
25 

It is important before reviewing these efforts 10 recog-

nize that they have placed primary but not exclusive emphasis on the cui lural unit 

of analysis. As in the above discussion our inlerest is in their results and the im-

plications.,2f their results for our consideration of the structure of inmate communities. 

Stanton Wheeler's study has rapidly become one of the most cited 

22Cloward, op. cit., p. 21. 

23Richard Korn and L. M:.:Corlde, "Resocialization Within Walls," 
The Annals, 293 (1954), 88. 

24Stanton Wheeler, "Socialization in Correctional Communities," 
American Saciological Review, 26 (1961), 697-712. 

250aniel Glaser, The EffectiVeness of a Prison and Parole System (New 
York: Bobbs-Merrill Co., 1964). 
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empirical studies of a correctional community. Wheeler, operating with a model of 

the Inmate culture based on the Clemmerian tradition, addres~d the problem of the 

acquisition of the i~mate culture, or what Clemmer called the process of prisoniza­

tion. Wheeler u~i1ized a graup administered questionnaire in an effort to measure 

on inmate's degree of prisonization. The measure of prisonization consisted of five 

hypotheticol situations involving behavioral situations frequently encountered by 

Inmates.
26 

The inmates could respond in a way to indicate acceptance of inmate 

norms (as discussed earlier in this chapter) or administration norms. The responses 

I 
were grouped into three categories indicating high, medium or low degrees of pri-

sonlzation. Wheeler then analyzed the relationship between the degree of prison-

Ization and (1) two time variables; and (2) indicators of the degree of inmate inter-

action. 

With regard ta liTe and prisonization, Wheeler notes that prisonization 

does increase linearly as Clemmer had suggested. Thus, there is a reduction in the 

prop::>rlion of men who express conFormity to administrative prescriptions as one moves 

26Th • • • • d f h d e Instrument to measure prJsonlzatlon wos paHerne a ter t at e-

I· 

veloped by Stouffer and Toby. The tool contains a series of hypothetical situations 
Involving conflicts between norms. The assumption is that the resolution of the con­
flict situation will indicate to which party of the conflict situation the individuol 
Is most committed. Wheeler using this format established hypothetkal situations 11 

concerning behavior by inmates in prison involving conflict between inmate and H 
stoff behavior prescriptions. Wheeler found this technique to be highly relioble, ~1 
valid and efficient. See, Samuel Stouffer, II An Analysis of Conflicting Social 1111 

Norms,n American Sociological Review, 14 (1949), 707-717. Subsequent use and 
refinement of this technique by Cline Gee fn. 34) and Wellford Gee fn. 29) have 
demonstrated the usefulness of this apporach. At present this oppeor00 be the best' Ii 
developed technique far the assessment of the degree of normative commitment. ! 

t· 

~ 
~~~~ 
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from ;,;.HO time served to maximum time served in the institution. However, Wheeler 

also noted that if an inmate's time served was not measured absolutely, but rather 

relative to the total amount of time he expected to serxe, ~ different relationship 

emerged. By dividing on "institutional career" into on· early phase ~ix months or 

less served), a late phase ~ix months or less to serve), and a middle phase, Wheeler 

was able to observe not a linear relationship, but a U-shpoed curve with high pri-

sonization most closely associated with the middle phose. 

Wheelel' 0150 ascertained: (1) the inmate's perception of how many 

friends he had made in the institution; and (2) if he spent his time alone, with one 

or two inmates, or in a group. Wheeler found that: 

The results indicate ••• support to the porposition that both the speed and 
degree of prisonization are a function of informal inmate involvement •. Dur­
ing the first time period there is no significan·t relation between involvement 
and conformity to staff opinion. However, the percentage of high conformity 
[to staff opinion] drops rapidly for inl110tes who are highly involved. For 
thase who have little contact with other inmates ••• the process of prison­
ization appears to operote ••• [but not] to the some degree ,27 

Wheeler in explicating these findings then addrcsses an issue of central importance 

to this dissertation. He states: 

These rcsults of course raise the question of the interplay between social in­
volvement on the one hand, attitudes and values on the other. Rother than 
thinking of one of these voriables as an effect of the othar, a more appropriate 
model of their interactions in the prison community might stress the structural 
incompotability of being both highl>, involved with inmates and on attitudinal 
conFormist to stoff expectations. The dominant normative order among inmates 
(at least in terms of power and visibility if not numbers] is strongly opposed to 
that of the stoff. The inmate who values friendship among his peers and also 

27Wheeler, ~cit., p. 703 
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desires to conform to the staff's norms faces a vivid and real role confl ict • 
• • • Inmates move to resolve the strain either by giving up or being excluded 
from primary ties, or by a shift in attitudes. In either case the results lead 
to a polarization of non-involved conformists cnd involved nonconformists. 
[Our resultsl suggest the dominant tendency is to move in the direction of non­
conformity rather than isolation. 28 

Wheeler's position is very clear. AHachment to the inmate culture demands inmate 

cohesiveness. The only disagreement with the Clemmer position is thot the process 

of acculturation may be other than I ineor. In such a formulation, evidence of non-

cohesiveness (such os the existence of a large number of nonconformisl' isolates) is 

systematically excluded from the theoretical analysis. Thus, Wheeler develops a 

-deprivationcl theory" of the emergence of the inmate culture thot focuses on the 

·polns of imprisonment" (GoHman's self mortification) and the 5ubseq'Jent necessity 

for inmate normative solidarity. Wheeler has certainly identified the issue of.cen-

tral concern to this current study 0 .e., the relationship between "social involve­

ment and attitudes"), however, his emphasis on the normative unit of analysis and 

. his apparent theoretical orientations precluded his dealing systematically with the 

relationship between behavior and values within a correctional setting. 

On the basis of an analysis of the responses to a scaled version of the 

approach utilized by Wheeler in the measurement of commitment to the inmate cul-

lure, Daniel Glaser has suggested that "inmate loyalty" is inversely related to oge, 

Increases linearly (degree not specified) during imprisonment for those vnder age 

thirty-one, and is "directly correlated" (extent not specified) with the number of 

28 • . 
~, pp. 703-704 • 

I 
1 

I 
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prior commitments to penal institutions. Glaser's conclusions are similar to those 

of Wheeler's, namely, an inmate is either "loyal" or isolated, his position being 

dependent upon Cby definition) the extent of his commitment to the inmate culture. 

Glaser's data with regard to the influence of age would lead one to predict that the 

Inmate culture should be most adhered to among those in the lower age categories 

of those incarcerated. 

In conclusion, we can observe that studies of the culture of inmate 

communities have emphasized the cohesiveness of that community and the power 

of the norms to define isolation fram and membership in the "society of coptives." 

The divergencies in the extension of this simplistic notion have centered on the pot-

tern of acquisition of this culture. Two models of acquisition are discernible, the 

learning model of Clemmer and Gla,'er which postulotes a linear increose in ac-

quisition as one remoins within the in!T'ate society and the deprivational model of 

Wheeler and Goffman which postulates a U-shaped curve of acquisition. 29 This 

difference should not, however, disguise the fact that both models postulote a 

condition of inmate solidarity that is based on the tomoles' possessing a common 

culture and thus identifying with each other. 

29There have been suggestions that both of these models must be modi­
fied to account for variations in inmate culture acquisition due to inmate differences. 
However, these ottempts also consider culture and structure in the manner described 
tn this section. See Peter Garabedian, Western Penitentiary: A ;;tudy of Social 
Organization (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, University of Washington, 1959); 
and Charles Wellford, "Factors Associated With the Process of Prisonization," 
Journal of Criminal Low, Criminology and Police Science, 58 C967), 197-203. 
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Interaction Studies 

It was Clemmer who also made the initial attempt to depict the com-

plexity of inmate interactions within the correctional setting. As we will demon-

strate in this section, we find that the types of data· e collected and the thrust of 

his analysis has significantly influenced those who have followed. Only in the work 

of darence Schrag do we find useful and significant deviations from the Clemmer 

model. 

As noted, Clemmer's methodology is not always explicitly stated, 

particularly with reference to sampling procedures--this i~ also true with regard to 

the following of his observations. Clemmer used a version of a social distance scale 

to identify inmates' perceptions of their membership in prison groups and also dir~ctly 

asked other !r:;;';utes to classify themselves as a complete clique man, a group man, 

• I' I I' 30 CI hid h a seml-So lIary man or a comp ete so Itary man. emmer t en ana yze t ese 

30Clemmer's definitions of these are as follows: 

-A. The Complete 'Clique Man': This is the man who is one of a 
group of three or more men who are all very cI ose friends. 
They shore each others' I uxuries and secrets and have accepted, 
or are willing to accept, punishment one for the other. The 
'clique man' is so closely associated with this group that he 
thinks in terms of 'we' rather than 'I' and he acts as the group 
acts. The cliqull has some permanence. 

B. The 'Group M:m': This is the mall who is friendly with a cer­
tain small group of men but who does not entirely subject him­
self to the wishes and acts of the group-as-a-whole. 'He would 
share his luxuries, tell some of his secrets, but would not go 
'all the way' for thase with whom he is friendl y. While he is 
particularly friendly with one group, he also mixes freely with 
a number of olher men and i, at Icast casually friendly with 
&ese others. 

C. The 'Semi-Solitary N'an': This is the man who, while civil 
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responses and their relationship to time served in the institution. Clemmer's findings 

are clearly stated in the following passage: 

••• the prison community is nat largely made up of a great number of highly 
Integrated groups similar to primary groups in the normal community •••• 
about rorty per cent of prisoners are not in any way intimately integrated in 
groups In which strong social relationships exist. Another forty-two per cent 
engage in some of the superficial practices of group life but are not generally 
affiliated with specific group$. About eighteen per cent of the inmates are 
associated with small numbers of other men in combinations whi ch approach 
In structure and function the primary groups of the Free society, but in many 
of these there isa lack of basic cohesion .••• wit~ increasing residence 
less men remain affiliated with such collectivities. 3 

Clemmer's measures of inmate social relations do not indicate a cohesive, uniform 

community bound together by a common culture. Clemmer arrives at the conclusion 

Wheeler later rediscovered, namely, that the isolate is the inmate "in but not or' 

the society. Thus, he also reverts to the cultural. model by defining the isolate·s as 

the deviants--those "in" the culture r.emain, by definition, bound together attitu-

dinally and behaviorally. UnFortunately, the!e "binds" are stated but not examined. 

In a more recent study of inmate interaction Daniel Glaser has essentially 

replicated, in a more systematic and longitudinal manner, the Clemmer research 

with other inmates, never really becomes intimate with them 
or shares with them any thoughts or acts except of the most 
casual nature. He is the man who is almost playing a 'Ione­
hand.' 

D. The 'Complete-Solitary Man': This is the man who keeps al­
most constantly to himself and shores nothing with other inmates. 
While he may talk with other men, he is generall y alone and 
seeks no one. " 

Clemmer, OPe cit., p. 118. 

31 Ibid ., pp. 129-130. 



16. 

dcsi3n. Glaser asked 1137 inmates in five federal prisons "Which of the following 

statements tells best what you try to do with the other inmates?" and offered them the 

following responses: (1 ) Try to stay to mysel f as much os possibl e; (2) Try to know 

mony inmates, but not be very friendly with any of them; (3) Try to make a few 

inmote friends; and (4) Try to make as many friends as I can among the other in-

motes. The responses and correlates to this question led Glaser to conclude: 

1. Prisoners, as a whole, are more oriented to maintain voluntary isolation 
from other prisoners than to achieve solidarity wifh other prisoners. 

2 •••• at low ages the inverse of the first proposition may occur. 
3. Voluntary isolation of prisoners from each other is correlated with the 

amount of prior correctional confinement that they have experienced. 
4. Voluntary isolation of prisoners from each other is correlated directly 

with the degree of heterogeneity of prisoners in an institution. This 
heterogeneity may be measured in terms of: (a) race, ~} length of sen­
tence, (c) social class, or (d) prior correctional confinement. 

5. Voluntary isolotion of prisoners from each other varies in a U-::haped' 
curve, being high at the beginning of confinement, decreasing towards 
the middle, and increasing near release. 
o. The amplitude of this curve varies inversely with age or prior con­

finement. 
b. The shape of this curve will be modified somewhat by the linear re­

lationship with age, heterogeneity, and other variables indicated in 
the previous propositions. 32 

Glaser found these pattems to be constant among the different institutions for the 

populations specified. 

In terms of actual data Glaser found that 37"10 of his subjects (as in 

Clemmer's study) characterized themselves as being "for from integrated," that is, 

they endorsed responses one or two from the above list. Twenty-four per cent en-

dorsed response four (corresponding to Clemmer's "group mann) and thirty-eight per 

32 . 
Glaser, ~., p. 98. 
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cent endorsed response three (corresponding to Clemmer's "complete clique man"), 

Thus, Glaser's essential conclusion--proposition number one quoted in the preceding 

~ra9raph. 

It Is obvious that one could challenge this conclusion of Glaser's (and 

Clemmer's and others to follow) with their own data which indicate that only 63% 

of the inmates were "integrated." However, we contend (and will emphasize in 

greater detail later in this chapter) that neither approach is fruitful. The responses 

to questions of the order asked by Clemmer and Glaser (and those to be discussed be­
V 

low) do not indicate the structure of interactions within !J ,social system, rather they 

depict, in aggregate form, each individual's understanding of the total system--his 

own position. The analogy with the blind men describing an elephant does not seem 

Inappropriate. While the results of these studies may be useful in accounting for 

structural ,!ariation based on actor (e.g., age, prior record, etc.) or system (e.g., 

type of prison) inputs, they do not allow us to account for the structure to be studied. 

This is not to suggest the need for another "source" of data other than individual r!)-

spondents, but rather to state the necessity for a different form of data and different 

analytical procedures. As noted above, this issue will be discussed again Ic'er in 

this chapter. 

" 51'nce the publication of Glaser-s study, there have appeared two simi-

lor Gn measurement procedures) studies that have 'emphasized comparison between 

Institutions. The first of these dealt exclusively with institutions for delinquents 
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and w~ conducted by David Street, Robert Vinter and Charles Perrow. 33 The 

second study dealt with Scandinavian adult and youth institutions and was conducted 

by Hugh Cline.
34 

Street, et 01., define integration as the re}X>rting by the inmote that he 

has two or more close friends among the inmates in the institution. This approach 

assumes that the ir,mate social system is highly integrated os a system due to the role 

of the inmate culture
35 

and that if an inmate has two or more friends ~ is integrated 

into the highly organized inmate socie,ty. Despite this approach, the data they gen-

erate is deserving of our attention because it suggests differences between institu-

tional types that Gla~r did not observe (or possibly cl1nsider). 

Street, et 01., suggest that interaction rna>' be high and solidarity (in-

mate normative commitm:ll'~) :ow in treatment oriented institutions, but that inter-

action and solidarity are positively correlated in other types of institutions for the 

reasons stated immediately above. 36 Thus the relationship between inmate culture 

and inmate interaction is dependent, they suggest, on the intervention orientations 

of the institlJtion. Despite our reservations concerning their approach we will 

attend to these resul Is in this study. 

33David Street, R. Vinter and C. Perrow, Organization for Treatment 
(New York: Free Press, 1966). 

34Hugh F. Cline, The Determinants of Normotive Patterns in Correctional 
Institutions (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1966). 

35 ' 
.Streot, et 01., £P. cit.; pp. 230-232. 

36 . 
~., p. 232. 
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Cline's analysis, based on data concerning interaction almost identical 

to that of Street's, concluded that the structure of correctional institutions was not 

to be explained by patterns of normative commitment. Rather, degrees of interaction 

were found to be highly significant intervening variables. Thus, Cline states: 

••• the dir~ct importation model [corresponding to the learning model of 
our pre,vious section] is more appropirate for explaining inmate opposition to 
itaff in institutions where there is a good deal of interaction afTlong the in­
mates. In fact, the direct importation variables are essentially unrelated to 
anti-staff climates in institutions where there is less intercpersonal interaction 
among the inmates. 37 

These findings occurred despite the fact that there was a very low correlation be­

tween 'inieraction levels (number of friends) and anti-stcffclimate (r = .03).38 

None of the measures of inmate interaction were found to correlate higher than. 3 

with extent of prlsonization (i.e., normative commitment). This led Clif'e to con-

elude: 

Although aUf results only suggest it, we can conjecture from them the fol­
lowing hypothesis: in !ocial setllngs where there is a great deal of inieraction 
among the participants, it is the charocteristics of those participan'ts that are 
determinonj' of the social climate. But in settings where there is little inter­
action, Ihen it is the physical and material aspects of the environment in 
whieh they are located that are determinant of ihe social climate. When 
stated in this general way, our findings make good intuitive and sociological 
sense. It points to the notion that interaction is an important sociological 
variable, and it may very well cut across and change the relationships be­
tween other variables. This suggests that any study of social climate, or 
more broadly of any aspect of normative structures, should include interaction 
as part of the theoretical framework and as part of the empricial design. Of 
course, we would be able to push our anal ysis much furt'her if we had been 
able to bring sociometric data ro, bear. We could have examined the whole 

370 , . 
me,~., p. 182. 

38. ' 
IbId.; p. 171. 
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problem, completely ignored in this study of conflicting sociol climotes, in 
(Ii setting and compared the various subcultures. Future studies of social cli­
mate should attempt to collect such sociometric data,39 

Given the current state of sociological measurement, it is obvious that one would 

suggest sociometric data as the source of important insights into the structure of 

Inmate societies. We nr:m turn to those studies that have attempted to utilize data 

of this order. 

Sociometric Studies 

To date there has not been published a study of an entire correctional 

Institution that has utili:z.ed sociometric data. The few studies that have used socio-

metric data hav!) focused on segments of institutions (e. g., a cottage) and have 

usually been more concerned with leadership characteristics than the structure of 

relationships: Most notable among these works are the works by Schrag,40 Rose 41 

42 
and Polsky. 

Schrag collected leadership preference doto from the inmates in the 

Trusty Quarters of a state prison. He observed that inmates choose as leaders those 

who have "served more time in prison, have longer' sentences remaining to be served, 

39lbid., p. 189. 

40CIarence Schrag, Crimeville: A Sociometric Study of a Prison Com­
munity (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, University of Washington, 1950) and 
"leadership Among Prison Inmates," Ameri can Sociological Review, 19 (1954),37-42. 

41Gordon Rose, "Sociom~tric Analysis and Observation in a Borstal 
tnstitution,· British Journal of Del inquency, 6 (1956), 285-296. 

1962). 
42Hr:mard Polsky, Cottage Six (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 
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[and) are more frequently charged with crimes of violence."43 Schrog suggests that 

this type ('the right guy") is selected for leadership because he epitomizes the prison 

culture. Also of interest is Schrag's finding that "like chooses like,· in the sense 

that the leaders do not differ from those who choose them, but rather leaders and 

followers differ from the rest of Ine population. Thus, these data can support two 

models of inmate interaction (assuming for the moment that we can sofely generalize 

from one segment of the prison to the entire prison): (1) a highly integrated, highly 

prisonized structure occupying the leodership role vis a vis on unintegrated, non-

prisonized segment of the inmate population; or (2) a serie.s of highly cohesive 

cliques that are not structurally linked. The first model corresponds to the inmate 

culture position, while the second corresponds to the dala of Clemmer, et aI., on 

the extent of inmate interaction. In short, Schrag's results are at best inconclusive. 

The studies of Rose and Pol sky are of even les~ r.;erit. Though Rose's 

results are presented under the title of SocioiiOcrric data, in actuality the designations 

of inmate associations were made by the stoff of the institution. Thus, Rose's con-

elusion that there is a great deal of structure to the inmate society reflects the storrs 

perceptions of interaction as opposed to what is usually generated by sociometric 

criterion questions. While his procedure may have certain "exploratory" merit it does 

not seem particularly useful to on understonding of inmate sociol structure. 

Polsky's participant-observation study of a delinquent correctional in-

stitution does not present sociometric dota but is quite explicit concerning the inmate 

43Schrag (1954), op. cit., p. 40. 
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• tructure. This study was also confined to a single cottage, though Polsky suggests 

the following results to be generall y accurate. First, he contends that the cottage 

has but one social structur~. This structure may contain cliques but not divisive ones. 

Second, each structure takes th" form of a diamond with six I<!vels corresponding to 

leaders, associates, con-artists, quiet types, "bushboys" and scapegoats. Third, 

cliques tend to be geographically determined (e.g., bed placement, seating place-

ment, etc.) and are not challenges to or isolations from the dominant structure. 

While this may be possible in a group of size twenty it does not seem to be a useful 

model for the description of interaction between larger numbers of inmates, though 

It also lends support to the inmate culture models. 

In sum, Schrag's sociometric study and the participant-observation ap-

proach of Polsky have not materially added to our ability to conceptualize the in-

mate social structure. They have been limited in scope, size and direction. 

Culture and Structure: The Inmate Society 

The analysis of inmate communities has been demonstrated to rely 01- _ 

most exclusivel y Gil the normative model that has dominated sociologicol theory. 

This has occurred despite data on interaction that could be construed to be anti-

Ihelical to the normative model. The absence of adequate data on the structural 

organization of inmate interactions has permitted the normative model to dominate 

theory and practice in correctional institutions. While we are not yet in a position 

to ch~lIenge this model, the analysis of its ability to account for more systematic 

structural data is the primary aim of this study. We are convinced that the inmate 

.ociety, like most human aggregates, is not to be so sim?ly understood. 
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This leads us, as it did Schrag, to the consideration of the useful ness 

of sociometric data. As we have observed earlier, questionnaire approaches in the 

Oemmer tradition do not allow one to reconstruct the pattems of association. While 

sociometric doto do allow for associational analysis it has been found to be ineffi cient 

for large groups and it has been resistant to modes of analysis that have attempted to 

uncover the limits of associations. However, within the lost fifteen years there have 

been developed a set of theories and techniques for the analysis of sociometric do to 

that overcome these limitations. For that reason we have selected sociometric data 

as the measure of inmate interaction. In Chapter 2 we will discuss in more detail 

the sociometric procedure and the modes of analysis utilized in this project. 

Our intention then is to generate indices of inmate social structure and 

to relate this structural analysis to patterns of normative commitment. In this way 

we plan to provide a more odequate conceptualization of inmate social structure 

and thus be in a better position to approximate understandings of the relationship 

44 
between cuI Me end structure. 

44ln many significant respects we have been guided in our analysis of 
the necessity for structural data by the growing recognition in small group research 
thet group cohesiveness is not unidimensionally related to normative affiliation. 
For example, Selvin states: "There are ••• two relatively distinct dimensions of 
social cohesion, the first based on the social satisfaction of group members and the 
second on their interaction. In other words sociol cohesion does not oppear to be 
a unitary c.pncept ••• ~ See HanOin C. Selvin and W.O. Hagstrom, "The Empirical 
Classification of Formal Groups," American Sociol 09i col Review, 28 (1963), 405. 
Thus, as <;:line suggested, it may be necessary to treat interaction as a dgnificant 
intervening or independent variable rather than as a completely dependent variable. 
This must be considered our m~st general theoretical cancem. 



CHAPTER II 

THE ANALYSIS OF STRUCTURAL DATA 

Introduction 

Since the publication of Moreno's inlroduction to sociometry, 1 sociolo-

gists and social psychologists have recognized the importance of sociometric data. 

As many have observed thi$ form of data represents the only indirect measure of the 

structure'of interaction that has been developed by the social sciences.
2 

Despite 

this recognition sociometric data have not proven particularly useful in the analysis 

of large social systems as a result of the fact that adequate techniques for the 

analysis of this farm of data did not develop at the same time os did the data form. 

Th,.:s, it has only been quite recentl y that techniques other than the sociogram or 

simple measures of choice clustering (e.g., number of choices received, number of 

choices within relative to the number outside of the group, number of choices re-

c<'lived relative to" the highest number of choices received by any subject, etc.) have 

emerged. In this chapter, we will describe two of the most prominent new techniques 

of $ociometric analysis--techniques that will be utilized In Chapters 4 and 5 of our 

3 study. 

l J •l . Moreno, Who Shall Survive (New York: Beacon House, 1934). 

2G • lindzey and E. Borgatta, "Sociometric Measurement ," in Hand­
book of Social Psychology (Cambridge: Addison-Wesley, 1954), Vol. I, pr--::-T43-47. 

311 has been James S. Coleman who has tran~lated, for the sociologist, 

- 24-
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The recently developed techniques for the analysis of pair-wise re-

lotions G.e., sociometric choices, com,llunications, dominance, etc.), have been 

dassified by Coleman into three moior types. These are: 

1. Those which ",ake assumptions about the genesis of the group structure, 
-one! prove ct •• ,i'1 conclusions from these assumptions. These models may 

be c1assifie'J into two groups: 
a) -Randor:-," "/stems, in which one of the assumptions is that choice, 

communi, ~'ion, or dominance is randomly distributed throughout the 
group. 

b) Modifications of this ossumption of randomness to obtain 0 model 
which might mare easily fit an actual situation. 

2. Those which take a structure as it may exist and ask certain questions of 
it: "How many 'cliques' are there in the groups •.•• " 

3. Those approaches which establish certain postulates as to what will hap­
pen through time to change the group structure, and then make deductions 
about the resulting state of the system at a given later time or at equilib­
,ium.4 

Our concern will be with numbers one and two of Coleman's c1ossiflcatioi". The' 

third type requires longitudinal data which we have not collected. In the following 

sections, we wi!! describe the theory and methods appropriate to types one and two 

pf tho Coleman classification. 

_. Random Choice fv\odels 

The development of random models is associated most closely with the 

work of a group of mathemotical biophysicists, most nofeabl y Anotol Rapaport. 
5 

the rele;"ant developmen:~ in mathematics and psychologyc We have drown heavily 
upon his approach to structural analysis. See J.S. Coleman, "The Iv'athematical 
Study of Small Groups," in Mathem'ati c'Jl Thinking in the Measurement of Behavior 
(Glencoe: Free Press, 1960), pp. 1-149; and J.S. Coleman, Introduction to Mathe­
matical Sotdology (Glencoe: Free Press, 1964), pp. 430-468.---

"ibid. (l960), pp. 72-73. 

5rhe following are the basic works of RapoPJrt and his ossociates on 
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Their efforts were initially directed at the problem of the characteristics of neural 

nels, that Is the links by axones between neurons (or nodes). It became obvious 

thot the some model could be applied to any set of pair-wise relations. Thus, an 

Individual (a node) can ch09se another person (another node) and therefore estob-

lish a line {an axone} between the two p'~rsons. !,ggregates of choi ces or axones 

can generate a sociogram or a neural nflt. The analysis of the graph depleting the 

50cial structure or the graph depict:ng the neural net involves the same problems, 

that is characterizing by various statistics the graph of relations. Following Rapa-

port's terminology these relations can be considered within the theory of random and 

biased nets. 

A random net is defined as any ~ystem constructed in the following 

manner: each subiect in the system (node) selects its target at random. The system 

is random becouse the axones have been randoml)" generated. The opposite of a 

random model would be a system corresponding to the notion of a strongly connected 

graph. flament defines a strongly connected graph as one in which one can move 

from any node in the system.
6 

Thus, if every person can be reached from every other 

which we have relied: A. Rapaport, "Nets With Distance Bias," Bulletin of Mathe­
matical Biophysics, 13 (1951), 85-91; R. SolomanofF and A. Rapaport, "ConnectiVity 
of Random Nets," Bulletin of Mathematical Biophysics, 13 (1951), 153-157; R. 501- . 
Oman off and A. Rapoport, "An Exact Method for the Computation of Connectivity of 
Random Nets," Bulletin of Mathematical Biophysics, 14 (1952), 107-118t A. Rapo­
port, "Nets with Reciprocity Bios," Bulletin of Mathematical Biophysics, 20 (1958), 
191-201; A. Rapoport and W. Horvath, "A Study of a Large Sociogram," Behavioral 
~, 6 (1961), 279-291. 

6~. Flamen!, Applications of Graph Theory to G:oup Structure {Engle­
wood CliFfs: Prentice Hall, 1963}, p. 29. 
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person in a sociogram we would describe that graph of $ocial relations as strongly 

eonnected. In reality, sociometric data do net usually conform to either of these 

models. This leae, us to the notion of the measurement of we",k connectivity, that 

is the proportion of a system that can be reached on the average by starting from 

every member of the system. The random models are ~ssentially concerned with the 

calculation of the weak connectivity of a system, the random model applicable to 

that system, and statistics that allow one to assess the component5 of the observed 

structure that make it non-ra~dom (these are referred to as the bias statisti cs). 

It shauld be clear however that in large sys\ems thgt the analysis of every 

set of pair-wise relations would be extremely costly and time-consuming. Therefore, 

Solomanoff and Rapaport have suggested a simple tracing procedure for the estimation 

of the weak connectivity. 7 Beginning with the total system one randomly selects a 

specified number of starters (nodes) and then procedes to trace their choices, and 

the new choices of those chosen until there are no new members within the choices 

of the sample. This procedure is repeated a specified number of times or until the 

difference between the calcul ated averag~ r.:1t ste p n and the average at n+ 1 

reaches a stated levEl1 of maximum difference. A simple example from the work of 

Fararo and Sunshine will make this procedure more clear as well as introduce some 

Fundamental symbols utilized in random net theory. 
8 

7Solomanoff (1952), op. cit. 

8T• J • Fararo and M. Sunshine, A Study of a Biased Friendship Net 
Ciyracuse: Youth Development Center, 1964), pp. 11-16. 
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Sup~e we have a sat of choices as depicted in Figure 1.
9 

We can 

trace this system as follows. We randoml y select two members of the system as 

starters. The tracing fhat follows wi II have various steps signified by t=(O, 1, 

2, ••• ). In our example we will let 01 and 02 be the starters (1=0). At t1 we 

record the Identification 03, 04, 01 and 05. Since 01 was in the starter set we will 

omit his identification at t1 because we are only interested in the number of new 

contacts we can reach by the tracing procedure. We now trace forward the choices 

of 03, 04, and 05 to step t
2

• We continue this until there ore no new contacts. 

Table 1 summarizes the tracing example. 

In this table we record the summary numbers for the tracing over 

Figure 1. For every step t, the number of new contacts at that step, n(t), is 

listed as is the, cumulative n(t), N(t). These data are usually presented ir, terms 

of proportions where P(t) = n(t)/N and X(t) = .~=ot PO). These are the basic 
1-

structure statistics for the observed choice data. 

The bbove example describes only the tracing from a particular starter 

set. To obtain a generalization of the structure statistics to the larger system we 

would resample and procede through the recursive tracings and caluclations de-

scribed above. The resulting tracing statistics P(t) and X (t) are then interpret-

able os follows: 

)l 
The following statistics and others described in these poges are deriv-

able from choice structure. The notation is in all coses os in Fararo and Sunshine. 
A •• = total number of links. 
N = total number of nodes. 

a = ~. I the contact density. 

Ii 



FIGURE 1 

TRACING OF CHOICE SYSTEM 
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TABLE 1 

SUMWtARY OF TRACI NG FROM 01, 02 

t 

o 
1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

net) 

2 

3 

1 

2 

6 0 

t 
N(t) EnG) 

j=O 

N(t)' 

2 

5 

6 

8 

9 

10 

10 
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from an arbitrary set of starlers we can reach a fraction X (t) of dis­

t~nt persons by step t in tracing the system, and contact c fraction 

pet) for the first time at step t. 

Though we do not know the sampling distribution of these statisf'ics, an issue to 

which we shall return lofer in this section, their use as a comparative hJse to ran-

dam models and other observed models should be at this point at least intuitivel y 

recognizable. 

We are nl:Nf prepared to oddress the notions of random and biased nets. 

The theory of random nets has been summarized by Fararo and Sunshine in the fol-

lowing series of theorems and cor~ollaries. 

I 

l' 
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1. If a net is random and has contact density a, then (1) P (t+l) = 

[1 - X(t») [1 - eap(t»). As stated above this is a recursion formula. To calculate 

actual numerical results we would befJin with P(l), X (0) and P(O). The recursion 

continues until P(t+l) is zero to sam;: previoudy specified number of decimal 

places, at which point X (t) ha-; reached its cumulative maximum--the weak con-

nectivity of the structure. It can thus be seen that the entire collection of structure 

statistics is generated from a random net once we have the starting fraction P(O) 

and the contact density. Thus: (2) X( ... ) = X(t) as t ..... = the weak connec-

t1.vity of a net. 

2. If a net is random and has contact density a, then (3) X( .. ) = 1-

(1- P(O)] e-aX (",). This formula can be solved despite the presence of ., if we r]ote 

that when P(O) is very small then X("') depend: only on the value of a. For ex· 

ample, when a = 4 and P(O) = .01 then X("') = .9B. The X("') does not then de-

pend on the size of the system but rather the contact density thus facilitating com-

parisons between groups of different size but with the same contact density. 

3. The third theorem of Fararo and Sunshine concerns the distribution of 

choices received. They define a convergence order k as the condition of a node 

who is chosen k times. The following theorem gives the formula for calculating 

the expected convergence order k in a random net with contact density a. 

-0 k (4) Po<) = e a /kl ; for k = 0, I, 2, ••• , N-l, where Po<} is 

the probability that a node is at convergence order k, and hence, (5) nk = NPO<), 

for every k. Theorem three is thus a poisson law with the parameter equal to the 

contact density. 
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These three theorems specify the conditions of the random net. When the random 

net differs from the observed tracing the observed net is said to be biased. Rapa­

port 10 and Fararo and Sunshine 11 have developed fOUT basic bios parameters: 

(1) fT, the parent or reciprocity bias 

(2) cr, the sibling or co-friend bias 

(3) fT, the double-role bios s. 

(4) ~, the grandparent bios 

In the next section we will consider the meaning and caluclatian of these bias 

parameters • 

Bias Parameters 

The bios parameters that have been developed are all derived from 

Rapaport's notion of distance bios. 12 He suggests that in order to make the observed 

structure statistics correspond with the random model, distributions "governing the 

probability that a given individual will come in conlact with another given individ­

ual in the population" 13 must be evaluated. The bias parameters specify the impact 

of distance on the observed tracings. These provide us with additional statistics to 

compare systems with the some or similar contact density. 

The basic bias parameters are IT and (]. f1 is the probability that X 

selects Y given that Y selects X. 

lORapaport (1958), Ope cit. 

llFararo and Sunshine, Ope cit. 

12_ . 
"""Rapaport (1951), Ope cit. 

13 . g, p. 85. 
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Thus: 

(6) 11 = Prob (XTy I yTX) where XTy = X targets on or selects y. 

a Is the probability that X selects y given that a third person z exists who tar-

gets both on X and y. Thus: 

(7) a = Prob (XTy for some z, zTX and zTy). As Fararo and 

Sunshine have demonstrated as N .... '" , rr .... 0 and a .... 0. 14 
Thus for large 

systems the values of rr and a in the random net are practically zero. Therefore, 

the biased net tracing formula yields: 

(8) P(t+1) = [1-X(t}) (1 = 0 -aP(t»), where, 

for t = 0 X = a 

fort=::!:l X=a-a(a-1)-rr 

and where: 

a = the reduced density, i.e., the density minus the bias effects. 

Fararo and Sunshine offer the followi ng graph and interpretation to de­

pict the relationship between the tracing statistics and the bias estimates. 15 An im-

porlant corrollary of the relationship is now observed. When rr= a = 0, then 

'" = a and the bias formula is identical to the random net formula (1 above). Thus, 

the random net is interpreted as a special case of the bias formula. (See Figure 2.) 

In their analysis of net structures Fararo and Sunshine developed A and 

If because the basic structure statistics did not generate a biosed set of structure s 

14Fararo and Sunshine, op. cit., p. 27. 

15Ibid ., p. 28. 
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FIGURE 2 

DEPICTION OF BIASED NET THEORY FORMULA 
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.tatistics that would account for the observed structure statistics. A is defined as 

the probability that a subject chooses one subject but not another subject given that 

the third subject is selected by the choosen subject or chooses the initial subject. 

Thus: 

A = Prob (zTX I for some y, XTy, yTz and not XTz, and X "lyiz). 

11 Is defined as the probability that lOy selects X, given that some z selects both 
s 

16 
X and y and that X selects y" • Thus: 

fT = Prob (yTX I for some X and y, zTX, zTy and XTy). 
s 

We can now note that the bias parameters are all probabilities thus having an easily 

Interpretable range (0 to 1) and that they all are related to the issue of distance, 

that is the tendency for choices to cluster and be reciprocated. We should also note 

that as in the case of the observed structure statistics there are "I as yet sampling 

distributions for the bias parameters. However, as we have noted abeve, this does 

not seriously restri ct the use of these measures in a comparative sense or as means 

to account for variation from the baseline model (the random net).17 

The above discussion of random and biased nets suggests the use of com-

puter facilities in the analysis of the tracing and the bias parameters. Fortunately 

a significant amount of this work has been done by Fararo and Sunshine. They have 

written a program in IBM 7070 AUTOCODER For the evaluation of the observed 

structure statistics, and programs in FORTRAN II for the estimation of bias parameters 

16Ibid ., p. 66. 

17 H. G. Landau, "On Some Problems of Random Nets," Bulletin of 
Mathematical Biophysics, 15 (1952), 203-212. 

<: ffi » 3 _ ¢i!Zo14 _ •. cUGa;u _ .en 

I'i.:.' !'. 

I' 

! ;! 



36. 

and the random nets. Vie have adapted the later programs to FORTRAN IV and 

tronslated the AUTOCODER program into fORTRAN IV. Appendix A contains tho 

general description of the computer methods utilized by Fararo and Sunshine and 

odapted to the hardware available for this study. These methods allow us to calcu­

late t, n(t), P(t), N(t), X(t), 11, cr, 11 I A, and the random net for any size popu­
s 

lotion up to N=m, for coniact densities=lO, and for up to seven slhpopulations 

specified within that population (the techniques for estimation of the statistics are 

the same for subpopulations the only difference is a series of subroutines in the 

tracing program that limit the tracing to certain character.istics that are entered as 

dafa following the nodes ldentification number and his targets). 18 

Clique Anal ysis 

The technique of cliqlJe analysis empha:;izes the fact that in lerg'.! social 

systems there are 0 number of structures that can be characterized as havi ng hi gh rates 

of internal choices and low rates of external choices (i.e. I the total structure has 

weak connectivity). The problem hos been to identify these structures. As noted 

earlier this can be done simply in small groups by the use of the sociogram but in 

large systems it is not always clear how the sociogram should best reflect the struc-

ture of choices. The problem is essentially one of developing objective criteria for 

observation of clique structures within the data of sociometric chokes of large groups. 

There have been two basic approaches to the prob:~m 01' clique analysis. 

Both approaches utilize zero-one matrices in the depiction of the sociOl71etric choices. 

leFor a complete description of the firograms and ·proc.edures see 
Appendix B. 
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Thus 0 zero ii placed in 0 ,2 indicates that 1 did not choose 2; 1 in a '2 indicates 

that 1 chose 2 and a 1 in a
21 

indicates that 2 chose 1. Thus the matrix is always 

square, and the diagonals are always zero ~ince a subject cannot choose himsel f). 

The first of the techniques was developed initially by Luce and Perry 19 

20 21 
and later by Luce and Harary and Ross. This procedure sets up definite criteria 

of clique determination and then uses the raising of the sociomatrix to the nth order 

to identify the predefined cliques. Thus, Luce and Perry initially defined a clique 

CJS a complete symmetric subgroup containing three or more members. The Identifi­

I 
cation of the cliques is achieved by raising the sociomatrix to the third power. The 

entries in the resulting matrix indicate the number of 3-chains between i and 

In the matrix. The difficulty with this approach is the restrictiveness of clique 

definition and the fact that the cliques are defined explicitly by the procedure it;elf. 

The second method of clique analysis places greater emp~asis on the 

manipulation of the sociomatrix in order to increase the visibility of group structure 

In the sociometric data. In this approach there exists an isomorphic relationship 

between '" processed matrix and the sociogram allowing the construction of a use-

ful sociogram from the processed matrix. /VICst notable in this approach are Forsyth 

:'1\. D. Luce and A. D. Perry, "A Method of M:Jtrix Andl ysis of Group 
.• ychometrika, 14 (1949), 94-116. 

20R•O• Luce, "Connectivity and Generalized Cliques in Sociometric 
Group Structure," Psychometrika, 15 (1950), 169-190. 

21 F• Harary and I. Ross, "A Procedure for Clique Detection Using the 
Group M.atrix," Sociometry, 20 (1957), 205-215. 
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aid Katz,22 Coleman and /v\acRae,23 and Spillerman.
24 

Due to the differences in 

the degree of procedural prespecification of these two approaches we have decided 

to follow the latter approach and will more fully develop it in the following pora-

graphs. 

Fonyth and Katz specified the. basic procedures for the analysis of soci-

ometricies. They observed that group structures could be observed in sociometric 

data that is presented in a matrix form by re-arrongi!19 "the rows and columns in a 

systematic manner,,25 so as to form principol minon in the matrix that correspond 

to sub-groups of the total population. Their procedures i~volved the actual physical 

movement of these rows and columns, simi! or to early manual means of Guttman 

seeling, in order to group together mutual choices. While this procedure has been 

shown to accomplish the goal of clique identificatiCln it, like the sociogram, proved 

extremely tedious when applied to large numben of subjects and choices. The devel-

opments since Forsyth and Katz' have been primarily in the direction of. adapting the 

procedure to more efficient means of analysis. In addition, there has been at least 

one major substantive change in an atten~pt to allow for even more explicit 

22E• Forsyth and L. Katz, "A Matrix Approach to the Analysis of 
Sociometric Data," Sociometry, 9 (1946), 340-346. 

23 J.S. Coleman and D. MacRo~, "Electronic Processing of Sociometric 
Data for Groups Up to 1,000 in Size," American Sociological Review, 25 (1960), 
722-727. 

24S. Spillerman, "Structura! Analysis and the Generation of Socio­
grams,· Behavioral Science, 11 (1967), 312-318. 

25Forsyth, op. cit., p. 341. 
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determination of cI ique structures. 

In 1960, James Coleman and Duncan .v.ocRae described a program they 

had devlJloped to handle the Forsyth and Katz procedure for groups up ,to 1,000 in 

size. These procedures also involve the permutation of rows and columns in the 

sociomatrix, and are essentially iterative. The flow for the program is as follows: 

o 
1 
2 

3 
4 
5 

6 

7 
8 

9 

10 

11 
12 

13 

14 

15 

16 
17 
18 

19 

start at first chooser 
extract name of chooser 
get rank of chooser from name-to-rank index (at step 1 rank and 
name are the same). 
extract name of chosen 
get rank of friend from nome-to"ronk index 
add difference in ronks to permutation count; if ronks are ad­
jacent, skep to step 17 
add ranks and divide by 2, rounding down to get new rank of 
previously lower ranking man 
replace lower (L) rank by new rank in nome-fo-ronk index 
go to rank-to-name index with old rank of (L) plus 1 as address. 
Extract name and replace at old rank of (L) by subtracting 1 
from address. 
take this name as address and subtract 1 from rank located at that 
address (name-to-rank index) 
repeat steps 8, 9 moving up one rank each time, until up to new 
rank of (L) 
put nome of (L) in rank-to-name index at new rank Gust vacated) 
replace higher (I-:) rank in name-to':rank index by new rank of 
(L) plus 1 (analogous to step 7) , 
go to ronk-to-name index with old rank of (H) minus 1 as address. 
Extract nome and replace at old rank of (1-1) by adding 1 10 ad­
dress 
take this nome as address and odd one to rank located at that 
address (name-te-ronk index) 
repeat steps 13, 14 moving down one rank each time, until 
down to new rank of (1-1) 
put nome of (H) in rank-to-name index at new rank Gust vacated) 
if chooser has more friends, recycle to step 2 
if end of chooser's friends, is there a following chooser? If yes, 
recycle to step 1 ' 
if no, then nete permutation count, total number of moves 
necessary in this ineration (from step 5 for all chooser-friend 
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20 
pairs). If fewer than crHerion, stop 26 
If not, then go back to start of choosers, step 0 {new iteration}. 

It can be seen that the essential steps (6-15) involve the reidentification of mutual 

choices by the colculation of ranks that place mutual choices next ta each other. 

The name allows continuous identifi cation of the individual but the dynamic ranks 

provide for the ordering of individuals to minimize the distance between mutual 

choices. It is clear that the Forsyth and Katz approach has not been modified, and 

that neither procedure imposes on the data a structure as does the Luce and Perry 

procedure. 

In applying this program to real data Coleman and w.ocRae observed 

that while the procedure did lead to a significant increase in the clarity of the 

clique structure within the population studied certain ambiguities were apparent. 

The most significant of these ambiguities 'IIOS the presence of what the authors termed 

·octupus-like configurations," that is, orcs composed of nonclique individuals that 

were superimposed upon the clique clusters. The processed matrix exhibited long 

strings {up to fifteen subiects} who were not a part of the clique but were "tied into" 

the clique by the permutation process. They state: 

The ordering of persons that result from this permutation superimposes "arms" 
of the octupus, and superimposes unconnected subgroups without discrimina­
ting them from one another. 27 

. This condition was not apparent in the Forsyth and Katz analysis primarily because 

they dealt with a small N. Coleman and w.ocRae suggested that the problem these 

... '5'-

26ColemanondN.acRae, op. cit., p. 726. 

27lbid • 
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results reflect is the unidimensional constraint of sociomatrix representation. That 

Is, on individual is allowed membership in only one subgroup. If he is a member of 

two distinct subgroups he cannot be placed in an equi-distance relation to both. 

The "octupus arms" represent individuals who are members of more then one distinct 

subgroup but who are pulled towards the more cohesive of the subgroups to which 

they belong. In other words, the matrix does not allow for the replicotion of indi-

viduals within subgroups. 

Seymour Spillerman has only recently developed procedures for handling 

the problem of unidimensional ity in sociomotrix analysis. He observed that the 

·octupus" phenomena in the Coleman and .v.ccRae data represented liason circuits 

or chains that linked subgroups (i .e., individuals appearing within two subgroups), 

The problem is to eliminate these areas while not disturbing the structural elE'ments 

in the matrix. Spillerman's solution establishes cliques in the same way as the Cole-

man and MacRoe approach, however there is established in the program a criterion 

for the identification of clique boundaries solely on the basis of the characteristics 

of the relationship. When this criterion is met the program re-cycles and renews 

the process of clique identification over the entire matrix. Thus, in the nth 

clique there can be replications of individuals. Once the cliques are identified 

{allowing for replications} most of the liason connections are removed, those that 

remain are "broken" and printed out on the processed matrix. The processed matrix 

and Ihe data on circuit orcs {the broken orcs} allow one 10 construct a sociogram 

that maximally reflects the cliques within the population studied: 

The criterion developed for Ihe evaluation of cI ique boundaries involves 
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the concepts of open and covered arcs. An arc is open "when one of its two ad-

lacent nodes has been selected and it remains open until the second node is chosen, 

h' h t" d ,,28 Th I t' 't" th at Vi IC Ime IS covere • e eva ua Ion crr erlon IS en: 

Minimize 

x 

where 

N :: minimize ((number of arcs open 
x x after the selection -

61umber of arcs 
covered by the selection)] 

a is an integer and the minimization is 
token over all nodes (X) which are can­
didates for that choice. A value for 
alpha of two has been found to maxa­
mize clustering. 

Thus In evaluating which of the various paths to take from oparticular node (the 

initial node is selected that contains the fewest connecting arcs) the procedur'l 

specifies that decisions be based on the minimization of NX' This continues until 

the path reaches a terminal node, a node whose paths have all been covered by the 

current tracing. 

An example from Spillerman will demonstrate the operation of the cri-

terion in identifying the boundaries of cliques. Figure 3 shows the choices within a 

clique originating with node A. The procedure to identify this clique would be as 

follows: From node A treverse to S, at this point there are three 01 ternatives--C, E 

or D. The value of N is computed for each alternative: NC:: 4-(2)(1) = 2; NE = 

6-C'l)(1) = 4; NO = 5-(2)(1) = 3--thus. node C is selected. Now nodes D and E 

28Spillerman, op. cit., p. 315. 
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become choice possibilities. At this point NO = OJ NE = 1j one! node 0 is sel­

ected. From 0 nodes, E and F are tested (NF =- 2, NE = -3), E is chosen and 

the clique Is complete. 

The procedure does not require the plot as in Figure 3, this was pre-

sented only for illustrative purposes. The choices are assembled in matrix form and 

the permutations based on the minimization of N criterion generate the processed 

matrix. Then the sociogram is constructed from the sociomatrix by linking replicated 

nodes, nodes at the ends of sequences (i .e., cutoffs based on the criterion proced­
; 

dure) and the dominant nodes of other liason arcs. This forms a skeleton of the 

sociogram and the remaining med:.::rs of cliques and liason orcs can be entered to 

complete the sociogram. Spillerman has demonstrated that this technique el iminafes 

the superimposing that occurred in the Coleman and tvIocRae approach. Spi IIflrman 's 

technique was programmed in FORTRAN II for.an IBM 7090. Only minor control 

modifications were required to adapt this program to our hardware. 29 

In the above sections we have specified how we plan to analyze the 

sociometric data which we concluded was so essential to on understanding of the 

relationship between inmate cui ture and inmate social structure. Our emphasis, 

while on the structLiral analysis in this chapter, will be on the characteristics of 

the social structure and the relationship between this structure and degrees and 

patterns of normativ", commitment. In Chapter Four we will present the data an 

connectivity for the total study population and the sub-populations defined in terms 

29Progrr.lm was provid:::d by the Univef-sity of Wisconsin Data Center. 
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of living arrangements On our cose cotioqes). O;;r concern will be to characterize 

the total structure and relate the dimensions of normative commitment to the pot-

terns of structural connectivity. As we noted obove the comporative value of struc-

ture statistics is limited by the absence of sampling distributions for these statistics; 

however, we will proceed, as have others, to look for degrees of difference Ihat are 

convincingly different. 

In Chapter Five we will utilize the procedures of clique analysis to 

Identify subgroups within tho-;e elements of the total population showing high con-

nectivity levels in order to more precisely identify the le.vels of structural portici-

pation. Again our interest will be on the relatiortship between structures and culture. 

In Chapter Six we will focus on the potterns of leadership and the char-

acteristics of elites and followers utilizing the more traditional forms of do to analysis. 

The major thrust of our leadership analysis will be on evaluation of the "minimal 

cultural" position, namely that the leaders are tho-;e who are highly prisonized. 

As a result of these various Forms of structural and normative anal ysls 

we. hope to be able to address more adequately than our predecessors, Ihe relation-

ships between culture and social structure with special reference to the inmate 

society. 

30Two readers of this chapter have suggested that it be placed .:rs on 
appendix as it is essentiatty on extended paraphrase of the work of Fararo and Svn­
.shine and Spillerman. While I agree with this characterization I have maintained 
this as a chapter in order to increase the readers' awareness of these techniques. 
It must be clearly stated however that this does not alter the fact that the .author 
has attempted to reproduce rather than extend their invaluable contributions to the 
analysis cf sociometric data. 
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CHAPTER III 

DATA COLLECTION 

Introduction 

In this chapter we will describe the institution _~e lected for study, 

selected aspects of the population of that institution, dato forms not discussed in 

Chapter Two, and the major procedural limitations of this study. The foremost of 

these limitations is the fact that we have studied only one institution. This hos been 

a per~istent criticism of inmate studies, one of which we were aware but could not 

eFFectively remedy. The selection and use of a variety of institutions is extremly· 

costly, time consuming and administratively implausible given our resources and 

status.
1 

For these very pragmatic reasons, we found it necessary to select only one 

institution, an institution to which we had access and one which would appear to 

clearly maximize interaction. The latter of these criteria was the more relevant in 

our selection procedures but both were utilized in the final selection. 

As we have indicated in Chapter One, the overwhelming consensus of 

lThis Is attested to by the scope of those projects that have utilized Ihe 
comparative approach. For example, Daniel Glaser's analysis of the federal prison 
system lasted five years and involved sixteen assistants, Street's study of six juv­
enile institutions took four yeltlrs and the data for CI ine 's dissertation was collected 
Over a period of three years in a larger project directed by Stanton Wheeler. See 
Daniel Glaser, The Effectiveness of a Prison and Parole System (lndianapol is: 
Babbs-Merrill), 1964; David Street, et 01., Organization for T realment (Glencoe: 
Free Press), 1966; and Hugh Cline, TheDeterminants of Normative Patterns in 
Correctional Institutions (unpublished Ph. D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1966). 
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previous studies of inmate societies is that the society is highly integroted, be-

havlorally and normatively. It was our contention that to evaluate this position 

given the "sampling" restrictions noted immediately above, we should attempt to 

select on institution that would be most likely (on the basis of previollS research) to 

exhibit a high degree of cohesiveness. We would thus be maximiz;ing the measures 

of interaction and normative commitment and therefore giving the consensus model 

its most positive setting for support. In the following sections of this Chapter we will 

briefly review the characteristics of institutions and populations that have been found 

to be associated with high degrees of consensus, describe the institution selected in 

terms of these and other factors, and then describe the data collected and the tech-

niques of collection. 

Characteristics of High Consensus Institutions 

In Chapter One we observed that Glaser had found no significant dif-

ferences in inferactionallevels between institutions, however, Street, ~. had 

observed that institutions of the "mixed goal" type O.e., goals of treatment and 

discipline or control) exhibited high interaction and prisonization levels.
2 

Their 

data suggested that while treatment oriented institutions may hove high levels of 

Inmate interaction they do not exhibit high degrees of normative commitment. In 

addition, institutions characterized by excessive emphasis on control effectivel y in-

hibit interaction though prisonization may flourish. Thus, the consensus model of 

rnteraction and normative commitment should be most observable in a m:xed goal 

2 
See Chapter One, pp. 16-19 • 
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Institution. Furthermore, the mOre a mixed gool institution is treatment oriented 

6'elative to control} the greater the rates of interaction, and the greater the degree 

of control 6'elative to treatment} the highE:r the degree of prisonization. These 

relationships are exhibited in Table 1. It is apparent that the normative model, 

assuming the validity of the Street findings, is potentially most useful in the mixed 

goal Institution. This would appera to be the most freguently encountered type of 

institution, 
3 

and thu~; the normative model could have a useful generalizing function. 

An appropirate institutio~ for study is one characterized by mixed gools. This, to 

our knowledge, is the only comparative research on the relationship between insti-

lulional climates, inmate interaction and normative commitment, and therefore a 

basic factor in the selection of a setting for our research. 

TABLE 1 

INSTITUTION GOALS AND CONSENSUS 

Institutional Goals 
Type of Consensus 

Treatment Mixed Control 

Interaction + + -
Prisonization - + + 

The other factors that have been found to be related to high degrees of 

3The confli ct between the institutional goals of treatment and control 
has been identified by Conrad os a central dilemma in American corrections. 
See John Conrad, Crime and Its Corre-:tion {Berkeley: University of California 
-Press, 1966}, pp. 11-58. 
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cohesiveness involve characteristics of the institutions' population. The basic 

finding has been that the more homogeneous the population the higher the rates of 

cohesiveness. Thus, Glaser observed that the greater the similarity with regard to 

race, length of sentence, social class and prior correctional confinement, the greater 

the degree of interaction. In addition, Glaser observed an inverse relationship be­

tween age and solidarity." Thesa relationships were observed in part by Clemmer, 

Schrag and Wheeler. This suggests the selection of an institution whose population 

is very homogeneous in terms of the above parameters and/or an institution tha~ is 

composed of units where the homogeneity is intensified. 

The above presents us with three dimensions, in addition to the criteria 

of accessibility, for the identification of a setting that should maximize measures of 

inmate cohesiveness. First, on institution characterized by mixed gools. Second, 

on institution handling young offenders. Third, an institution containing a homo-

geneous population. 

The Institution 

On the basis of the above consideratio~s, we 5elected the male com-

ponent of the Cedar Knoll School, Laurel, /-.Aaryland as the site for our study. This 

instiMion serves the District of Columbia and is administered by the Deportment of 

Public Welfore. Cedar Knoll is a port of the Children's Center of the District of 

Columbia to which indeterminate commitments, not to exceed age 21, are mode by 

the Jwenile Court. 

"Glaser, op. cit., p. 98. 
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The Children's unter consists of three separate institutions: District 

Training School, a 1,200-bed institution for the mentally retarded; Maple Glen 

School, a 241-bed institution For younger (to oge 14) delinquent boys; and, Cedar 

Knoll School, a 552-bed facility for older boys and girls (ages 14-18). Under the 

suparvision of the Welfare Deportment's Deputy Director for Institutional Services, 

the Administrator of the Children's Center and his staff are responsible for the oper-

ation and administration of all programs serving the three institutions. In 1966 the 

authorized staff totalled '957 full-time positions and the budget ~as $7,052,758.
5 

Cedar Knoll, opened in 1955, is located on a two hundred acre tract 

In a rural area approximately twenty-two miles from Washington, D. C. The physi-al 

facilities include thirteen cottages ~ix for males; four for femples; two for security; 

and one for reception functions) and separate buildings for administration, education, 

chapel, dining, power plant, warehouse and staff housing. The security and re-

ception cottages have single rooms, all of the cottages for males and most of the 

~ttoges for females contain dormitories. The cottages are divided into two resi-

dentiai units, each containing a four-room security unit for disciplinary purposes, 

a dormitory, a shower-lavatory complex, and a recreational area (television, cards, 

ping-pong and games). Recreational facilities include a central swimming pool and 

athletic field, and outdoor basketball Facilities for each cottlJge For males. 

~dar Knoll serves Females of all ages and males from approximate I y 

fouiteen through eighteen. In 1966, six hundred and fifty iuveniles were admitted 

5Re rt of the President's Commission on Crime in the District of Colum­
~ ~oshington: U. S. Government Printing Office, 966, p. 650. 
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to the institution (425 moles). The average doily population in 1966 was 485 and 

In 1967, 432. The QverGge length of stay for the children leaving the institution 

In 1966 and 1967 wos 11.6 months •• The ratio of moles to females has re,mained c:t 

approximately 1.4 to 1 ~ince 1962. 

The educatic)na! program at Cedar Knoll dominates the treatment pro-

cess for mast of the juveniles at the institution. The school program is run by the 

Children's Center Superintendent of Schools. Formal classes are conducted for six 

hours a day for at least 185 days during the academic year and for on additional six 
I, 

weeks during the summer. The educational courses at Cedar Knoll are generally felt 

to operate as on ungraded remedial program at the junior high school level.
6 

This 

program includes on the averag~ 70 per cent of the total mole population of Cedar 

Knoll on a full-time basis and 76 per cent on a half-time schedule. Only 32 per 

eent of the moles at-(edar Knoll are currently involved in non-school, treatment 

programs \I .e., therapy and/or on-the-job vocational training). 

The services of other specialists assigned to the Center's stoff are also 

available to the residents at Cedar Knoll. There are six social workers assigned to 

the Cedar Knoll population including four for the moles. There is one psychiatrist 

and four psychologists who provide therapy to those deemed mast in need of these 

services, though their primary responsibility is to the residents of Maple Glen and 

the District Training School. 

The counselors who supervise the cottages have prirr,ary responsibility 

6lbid ., p. 652. 
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for the [unveniles when they are not in school. The counselors work eight-hour 

shifts and are responsible for the presence of the juvenile while he is on the grounds 

of Cedar Knoll. The counselors are for the most part not college educated (21% 

have advanced degrees), are negro (89%) and are not assigned specific treatment 

functions. Their role '~ssentially corresponds to that of guard in on adult correc-

tional setting. There is one counselor per shiH for each side of a cottoge. The 

counselors are supervised by a Chief Counseloi for each cottage, who is responsible 

to the superintendent of the institution. During the summer of 1961, I was employed 

os a counselor in the orientation cottage ot Cedar Knoll, ~ fact that materially 

aided the acceptance by the Center's administration of the project described in this 

dissertali on. 
7 

The seven mole cottages consist of on orientation cottage, five residen-

tlal cottages and a security cottage. Following a brief stay in the reception cottage 

(approximately ten days to two weeks) each boy is quartered in the orientation cot-

tage (cottage B-1) during which time he is tested and interviewed. During this 

period of diagnosis (one to two months) he is kept under greater security. After the 

period of diagnosis each boy is assigned to one of the five residential cottagp.s 

(cottage B-2 through B-6) primarily on the basis of avdlable spoce in the cottages 

although there are attempts to place the younger, less experienced youth in cottages 

8-2, B-3 and B-4, the special treatrllent youth (off-grounds work, therapy, etc.) in 

7The Aide of I-k. William Barr, Cedar Knoll AdrTlinistrator, is again 
.lIratefullyachnowledged. He was most helpful in securing approval of this project 

from the Center's stoff and made the facilities, files and stoff of Cedar Knoll avail­
able to the project. 
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8-6 and the older more aggressive youth in B-5. The security cottage (B-7 or Ash 

Cottage) contains those assigned to it by the adjustment committee for rules infractions. 

Assignment to 8-7 is temporary and overages approximately three-weeks. 
8 

We are now ready to address the dimensions specified in the second sec-

tion of this chapter. We will begin with the most difficult to assess, the criteria of 

Institutional goals, and then proceed to the degrees of inmate homogeneity. The 

second dimension, a youthful population, is accounted for by the very nature of the 

'nstitution. 

Although it is not possible to precisely estimate the position of Cedar 

Knoll on the treatment-conformity continuum described above, we can document 

the operational presence of these conflicting positions. In a recent study of staff 

perspectives at Cedar Knoll, it was found that the two major concerns of staff were 

the maintenance of discipline and the lack of proper training for the inmates. 
9 

These concerns would appear to be translated as a desire for custody and correction 

the perennial dilemma of corrections ncted earlier in this chapter. 

In addition, we can note that although 'the official policy of the admin­

Istrators of Cedar Knoll is the "r:habilitation and restoration of delinquent children" 10 

the programs and personnel available are not considered adequate for this purpose 

and thus custody emerges as the primary function of the institution. Thus, the 

8Estimate mode by the Chi.ef Counselor of the security co!tage. 

9President'$ Commission Report, op. cit., p. 706. 

10 
~, p.649. 
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President's Commission concludes: 

1. The Department of Public Welfare currently locks even the rudiment .of 
essential diagnostic and clinical services. This deficiency manifest in 
both the Receiving Home ond the Children's Center ••• makes it dif­
ficult for the Department to plan the most appropriate rehabilitative 
progrom for children committed to its core •••• As a resul t, the post 
disposition diagnosis of delinquent children at the Center is superifical, 
consisting basically of a screening designed to identify those children 
with serious physical handicaps and the mO';t serious psychiatric or neu­
rological problems. 

2. There is limited time for individual counseling and no group therapy is 
offered. 

3. A need for a reorganization of the school program in order to alter its 
essentially academic orientation. 

4. In the absence of adequate stoff, the cottage life program is operoted 
strictly on a crisis basis. The administrators of the institution are swamped 
with a myriad of duties which prevent them from giving the cottage life 

. program direction, supervision and development. 11 

The Commission's analysis has led to the demand for a drastic reorganization of the 

Children's Center and a more adequate staffing plan for Cedar Knoll. The current 

situation at Cedar Knoll reflects the too often encountered condition in correctional 

Institutions--the commitment to treatment and the absence of the tools and personnel 

necessary to accomplish this end. The result is on overemphasis on control as the 

primary measure of institutional efficiency.'2 Cedqr Knoll is a custody institution 

that is unable to fulfill the intentions of its staff, the treatment of delinquents. It, 

like most correctional institutions, can be characterized as having a mixed-gool 

orlentati on. 

The dimension of population homogeniety offers us a more substantial 

"Ibid., pp. 701-709. 

12 
Ibid., p. 711. 
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basis for assessing Cedar Knoll as a potentially high-consensus institution. The mole 

population of Cedar Knoll at the time of our study totaled 245, of which 231 (94.3%) 

were negro and 14 (5.7%) were white. As stated above, the length of commitment 

Is the same for all of the residents at Cedar Kno"--indeterminate. With regard to 

social class homogeniety, we can indicate that 80% of the 1965 commitments come 

from families receiving some form of public assistance 13 and that 91 % of the residents 

at the time of our study last resided in census tracts whose median income ranked in 

the lowest quartile for Washington, D.C.
14 

The remainder resided in census tract~ 

whose median income ranked in the second lowest quartile. Though we do not have 

more precise measures of social closs similarity the indication is that the Cedar Knoll 

population is very homogeneous on this dimension. Therefore, on the basis of the 

homogeneity of the Cedar Knoll population with respect to the factors identified in 

previous research on interaction in correctional institutions as being indicative of 

high cohesion, we can conclude that Cedar Knoll should provide us with a setting 

'In which we would expect to maximize the occurrence of data supporting the co-

hesion model. The data on other descriptive charaderisti cs of the Cedar Knoll popu-

lation lends further support to this contention. 

Thus, 95.5% (234) of the study population hod resided in Washington, 

D.C. since at least age six, with 83.3% (204) of the population having been bom 

13 Ibid., p. 651. 

1-'Block Report for the District of Columbia, 1960 Washington: U.S. 
Government Printing Office, 1964). 
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and fully reared in that city. Of those not born in Washington, D.C., 14.7% (36) 

were migronn from the Southern states, 1.6% (4) were from other sections of the 

United States and .4% (1) were foreign born. Analysis of the family situation of 

the study population indicates that 70"10 (170) w.~re from incomplete families while 

only 30% (75) were residing with their parents, quardians or responsible adults im-

mediately prior to their commitment. These data also demonstrate the homogeneity 

of the population which is a reflection of the limited geographical area served by the 

Institution and the abundance of lower-closs negroes within that geographical area. 

We conclude therefore, that the Cedar Knoll School offers a setting in 

which we ":light expect interaction levels and ilOrmative commitment to be high 

among the residents. While we are not able to provide comparative data on the 

meosures of cohesiveness we will discuss in subsequent chapters, we would corltend 

that the institution we have seleeled would stand near the positive end of a contin-

uum depicting degrees of expected cohesiveness among the residents. This affords 

us on opportunity to approximate a test of the consensus model not in a random or 

repr~sentotive setting but in on optimal setting. 

Procedures and Instruments for Data Collection 

Dolo Colleelion. The dolo were colleeled at Cedar Knoll School during 

the period of December 23 - January 14, 1963-69. Questionnaires were adminis-

tered to the male population (N=245) assembled into four groups averaging sixty-

one subiects per group. The assistant administrator of Cedar Knoll introduced me to 

each group os a Criminologist from the University of Penn~ylvania, and he asked 

them to Cooperale fully in filling oul the questionnaire. Prior to my arrival at 

= 4'_ 
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Cedar Knoll each of the cottage OIief Counselors were advised of the nature of the 

pro!ect and were asked to encourage their students to cooperate while at the same 

time emphasizing the independence of the study from the institution. Following the 

administrator's introduction the project and the affiliation of the research was fully 

explained by the researcher. At this point the administrator left the group and 

questions were requested from the subjects. Then the researcher distributed the 

questionnaires and proceeded to read each question, allowing time for the subjects 

to respond. These procedures produced 218 completed questionnaires. 

Twenty-seven questionnaires were found not to be complete. Of these, 

fourteen were completed in a group re-interview at which time the questions not 

previously responded to were answered; nine were completed in an individual inter-

view situation that wos necessitated by the program ~chedule f,vork or home visit) of 

the subject. Four subjects expressed a desire not to complete any portion of the 

questionnaire. These subjects were also seen individually after they had been re-

minded by the administrator that their institutional r,ecord would include notations 

concerning further reluctance to participate. The interviews with these subjects 

were completed following this warning. 

Additional data were collected from the socia! service files of each sub-

iect. The most consistently useful portions of these files were the juvenile court 

probation summaries and the institutiooal diagnosti c summaries. Data on age, race, 

religion, time served, offense history, institutional history, residence prior to com-

mitment, place of birth, family status, lost school attended, last grade completed, 

and institutional program, visits and disciplinary actions were culled from these 
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sources. These data were extracted from the files and coded directly on the code 

sheets. The questionnaire, code sheet and codes are presented in Appendix C. 

The Questionnaire. The sthiects were first asked 10 print their name (the 

order was not specified) and indi cote their age to the nearest year. Next they were 

asked to print the names of the four male students currently at Cedar Knoll whom they 

considered their best "walking partners" (0 term meaning friend or associate). The 

decision to limit the number of friends 10 four was motivated by the following con-

siderations. First, the tracing technique generates statistics that are comparable 

for groups having the some cootact density and starting fraction. 15 Thus, because 

we planned to use the structure statistics primarily for comparative purposes, it was 

decided thot the number of selections must be uniform. Second, Ihe number was set 

at four because the interaction ressorch indicates that this will include the maximum 

number of choices of approximate I y 85-90% of inmates who· are given an unstructured 

response opportunity. For example, Cline has found the average number of friends 

in the 10 institutions he studied did not exceed four '6 and Street observed that only 

2.5 per cent of the subjects felt they had more than four close friends in the in-

stitution. Third, previous use of the !racing procedure had utilized fou.· or less 

selections providing us with statistics for non-institutional iuvenile collectivities. 17 

t5see Chapter Two for a discussion of these clements. 

160 , . 172 Ine, ~., p. • 

17 
C.C. Foster, A. Rapaport and C.J. Orwant, "A Study of a large 

SocIogram, II," Behavioral Science, 8 (1963), 56-65. 
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The decision to utilize the sociometric criterion of friendship was based 

on the following considerations. First, ~;.sY;CI~ research of social participation of 

Inmates has focused on the number of friends. Second, we ore interested in iden-

tifying the interaction structure of the institution {which we generously refer to as 

the social structure}, which in informal non-task oriented organizations is best trans-

loted into the friendship dimension, In this connection we note that the major works 

of informal group structure have utilized friendship as the sociometric criteria. 18 

FinollYI the hypothesis concerning congruence between prisonization and structural 

position implies that the· relationship is an affectLKlI one that would be expressed in 

ferms of friendship rather than power, abHity, etc' l or other sociometric criterion 

tho! ore frequently utilized. It must still be clearly stated however that by using 

other sociometric criterion different structures could be generated. 

The next section of the questionnaire consists of three situations patterned 

. after those used previous!y by Wheeler, Cline, and Wellford.
19 

The subjects were 

asked what they thought about the situation described and how they felt other.; would 

feel·obout the some situation. If the subject responded to two of the three situotions 

In a way indicating sup~rt for the inmate code he was designated os highly prison-

Ized ~elf and/Qr I)ther), otherwise he was designated low in normative commitment. 

This procedure, as noted in Chopter One, has proven to be the most adequate yet 

18For example, see sources cited in Chapler Two on the analysis of group 
structure and, especially J. Coleman, The Adolescent Society (Glencoe: Free 
Press, 19M ), pp. 285-287. 
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developed, though it is obviously still at a crude level of measurement. 

The lost section of the questionnaire consisted of the eighteen item 

BGOS High-Low Interpersonal Iv\aturity Scale. As briefly noted in Chapter One 

the relationship between normative commitment and brood personality types has 

largely been restricted to the use of the Schrag typology, a typology that has not 

been operationalized for juvenile populations. Previous work by the author has led 

him to believe that the understandings of potterns of normative commitment and pos-

sibly structural cohesion are materially aided by the classification of populations 

Into relevant personality types. The suggestion is that some types On this case low 

Interpersonal maturity subjects) may ba more amenable to the consensus model than 

ore other types. For this re~on we selected a typological scheme that hod been ex-

tensively utilized in conjunction with the classification of institutionalized juvenile 

offenders. 

Sullivan et 01. 20have described normal psychological development as 

following a trend toward increasing involvement with objects, people and social 

Institutions. They state that: 

••• these involvemenT give rise to new needs, demands, and situations. 
Inherent in many of these new sitvations are problems of perceptual discrim­
ination with regard to the relationships existing between the self and the ex­
ternal environment. As these discriminations are made and assimilated, a 
cognitive restructuring of experience and expectancy tokes place. A new 
~ererence scheme is then developed; a new ·Ievel of integration is achieved. 21 

20 . 
Clyde E. Sullivan, M.O. Grant and J.D. Grant, "The Development 

of Interpersonal Moturitl"" Psychiatry, 20 (1957), 373-3S5. 

21Ibid., p. 359. 
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Similar to phsycicl growth, the authors state that psychological development does 

not follow on even course, rather "it is marked by growth spurts, by periods of in-

Il~ht and reorganization interspersed with rest periods of relative stability and self­

maintenance."22 The authors believe that psychological development is meaningfully 

described in terms of seven succl:ssive integrations. Each stage or level is defined 

by.a crucial interpersonal problem which must be solved before further maturity can 

occur. All persons do not necessarily work their way through each stage, but may 

become fixed at a particular integration level. At each of these levels of integration, 

the core of personality may be characterized as a nexus of relatively consistent per-

ceptions, attitudes, and expectations. 

A brief description of each of the four levels of interpersonal maturity 

found in a delinquent population (Levels 2 through 5), according to Grant and 

Grant, is given below: 

Maturity level 2: The individual whose interpersonal understanding and be­
havior are integrated at this level is primarily involved with demands that the 
world take care of him. He sees others solely as "givers" or "withholders" 
and has no conception of interpersonal refinement beyond this. He is unable 

. to explain, understand, or predict the behavior or reactions of others. He 
Is not interested in things outside himself excp.pt as a source os supply. He 
behaves impuslively, unaware of the effects of his behavior on others, and 
Is opt to explode or run away when frustrated or thwarted. 

Maturity level 3: The individual who operates at this level is aHempting to 
manipulate his environment in order to get what he wants. In contrast' to 
level 2, he is at least aware that his own behavior has something to do with 
whether or not he gets what he wonts. He still does not differentiate however, 
among people except to the extent that they con or cannot be useful to him. 
He sees people only as objects to be manipulated in order to get what he wants. 
His manipulations me;}, take the form either of conforming to the nJles of whoever 

I:' 
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seems to have the power at the moment ~'If you can't lick them, join them."} 
or of the type of maneuvering characteristic of a "confidence mon" ~'lv\ake 
a sucker out of him before he mok~s a sucker out of you"). He tends to deny 
having any disturbing feelings Of strong emotional involvement in his rela­
tionships with others. 

Moturity Level 4: An individual whose understanding and behavior are inte­
grated at this level has internalized a set of standards by which he judges his 
and others' behavior. He is awure of the influence of others on him and their 
expectations of him. To a certain extent, he is aware of the effects of his 
own behavior on others. He wants to be like the people he admires and may 
feel guilty about not measuring up to his internalized standards. The conflict 
produced by the feelings of inadequacy and guilt may be internalized with 
consequent neurotic symptoms Of acted out in antisocial behavior. Because 
the individual ot level 4 tends to be uncomfortable 'abaut himself and qe­
cause he is able to internalize values, he apperas more amenoble to treat­
ment than previously described maturity levels. 

Maturity Level 5: A person who functions at this le~el is able to see potterns 
of behavior; he may see himself and others behaving in the same way in dif­
ferent situations or see a continuity in his post, present, and future. He be-' 
gins to see others as complex, flexible objects which cannot be dealt with on 
the bosis of a few single rule-oF-thumb procedures. He is aware of many points 
of view in the world around him and sees interwoven reasons for behavior. 
He is able to ploy different roles in different situations and is thus more flexi­
ble. He is more capable of establishing and carrying through long-range plans 
than persons at lower levels. Delinquency, For a person at this maturity level, 
is opt to be situational! y determi ned. 23 

In connection with the development of the Community Treatment Project 

the clossifi cation scheme given above was further elaborated by Grant. 24 It is based 

In part, upon the work of the CaliFornia Youth Authority <;:ommittee on Standard 

Nomenclature and is therefore mOre s~cificall)r descriptive of a juvenile population. 

This elaboration consists of a total of nine s~btypes found among three major delinquent 

----------------~------~---------------------------------------
23J•O• Grant and M.O. Grant, "A Group Dynamics Approach to the 

Treatment of NonconFormists in the Navy," The Annals 'of the Ame~ican Academy 
of Political and S.ocial Science, 322 (1959), 126-135. -

24Marguerite O. Grant, Interpersonal Iv\aturi ty Level Class ificati on: 
~enile (California Youth Authoirty, Division of Research, 1961 ). 
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types (levels 2 through 4). A simple listing of rhese subtypHs is presented below: 

Maturity 
Level 

2 

3 

. 4 

Interpersonal Maturity Level Classification--Jwenile 

Aa - Unsocialized personality (aggressive type) 
Ap - Unsocialized personality (passive type) 

Cfm - Conformist (immature personality type) 
Cfc - Conformist (cultural type) 
Mp - Manipulator (psychopathic type) 

(0) Neuroti c 
Nx - anxiety type 
Na- acting out with no felt anxiety 

4» Non-neurotic 
Se - situational emotional reaction 
a - OJltural identifier 

IdenHfying 
Concept 

ddemanding" 
"complaining" 

" conforming" 
·conforming" 
ftmanipulating" 

ftdefending" 
Ndefinding" 

"identifying it 

·identifying" 

These levels were originally determined by means of semi-structured 

Interviews by trained interviewers. It became quickly evident that while this tech-

nique proved highly reliable it was extremely costly and time-consuming. Conse­

quently, the Division of Research of the Cal ifornia Youth Authority began to d~~~lop 

measures of interpersonal maturity levels. The IS-item scale utilized in this proiect 

25 
was developed os a result of these attempts. These items were selected from an 

original list of over 600 items that were felt to be relevant in the determination of 

Interpersonal maturity levels, and were adminislE,red to the youth assigned to the 

Community Treatment Project whose level had been determined by interview. The 

final la-items were selected on the basis of their ability to discriminate between 

25 
R.F. Beverley, The BGOS (California Department of the Youth 

Authori ty, 1965). 
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high Oevels 4 and 5) and low Oevels 2 and 3) maturity subjects. The optimol cut-

ting point for the eighteen items was found to be twelve. A score of twelve or 

above designl;ltes high interpersonality maturity, while a score below twelve desig-

nates low interpersonal maturity. This scale has been found to have a split-half 

reliability coefficient of .814. Errors are most frequently found in the designation 

of high maturity subjects as low maturity. Each subiect in the current study was 

asked to respond to the. eighteen item scale and his total score and interpersonal 

maturity level was coded and punched. 

The dato collected from the students and files.of Cedar Knoll will be 

analysed in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 by the procedures discussed in Chapter 2. The dato 

collected from the subjects by the group administered questionnaire will be most 

utilized in Chapters 4, 5 and 6 as we attempt to make more explicit the viability 

of the consensus mode I. 

:, :;.. 
i· 

, I 

It 
! J 
I· 
\ 



Introduction 

CHAPTER IV 

CONNECTIVITY AND BIAS ESTltvlATES IN THE 
TOTAL NET AND THE SUBNETS 

In this chapter we will consider the level of connectivity within the 

total institution (total net) and the cottages within the institution ~ubnets}. Our 

Initial concern will be with the' connectivity of the total net and the ability of the 

biased model to approximate the random model. We will than consider the degree 

to which the choice patterns represent institutional connectivity as opposed to intra-

subnet connectivity. Finally, we will consider the relationship between subn~t con-

nectivity and our measures of normative commitment. The obiective of this chapter 

is the measurement of contact levels and their relationship to normative commitment, 

while the consideration of the structure of these contacts will be deferred until 

Chapter'5. 

~I Institution 

The observed, random and biased percentage of persons contacted in the 

total net is presented in Table 1 and Figure 1. We note that the branching pro-

cedure in the observed net went to fourteen steps with 88.3 per cent of the total 

net contacted. That is, on the average, beginning with a set of three randomly 

selected starte~ we are able to trace through 88 per cent of the total papulation of 

the institution. The random net model indicates that in a nondistance biased 
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TABLE 1 

OB~ERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED 

Total Net 

X (t) 
X(t) 

Step t Observed 
Theoretical 

, Average Random Biased 

-# 

0 1.22 1.22 1.22 
1 5.92 5.92 5.92 
2 17.49 22.06 18.55 
3 36.39 59.13 44.66 
4 55.88 90.72 75.12 
5 69.86 97.38 90.21 
6 77.66 97.99 93.83 
7 82.25 98.04 94.48 
8 85.00 98.04 94.59 
9 86.52 94.61 

10 87.39 94~61 
11 87.91 
12 88.20 
13 88.29 
14 88.32 (98.04) (94.61) 
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FIGURE 1 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERaNTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED: TOTAL NET B-1 through B-7 
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'situation we would expect to be able to contact 98 per cent of the net after eight 

steps. Thus the observed structure statistics are lower than the structure statistics 

of the random net with identical contact density and starting fractions. This sup­

ports the general findings of sociometric studies that there are biases in the choi~ 

patterns that would create deviation from the random choice pattern. The biased 

structure statistics should account for the differences between the observed pro-

portions contacted and the eX,pected proportion of contacts based on the random 

model. As the curves in Figure 1 indicate the biased estimates consistently over-

estimate the observed values of the structure statistics. Thus, at the final step, the 

observed average percentage of persons contacted is 88 per cent while the biased 

estimate is 95 per cent. The biased model for the total net is more like the random 

model (upper estimate = 98%) than the observed model indicating the existence of 

other bias effects not accounted for by the distance biases incorporated in our model. 

While previous connectivity studies have also found that the biased 

estimates of the structure statistics over estimate the observed structure statistics, 

the magnitUde differences have not been as large. 'In their study of junior high 

school students Fararo and Sunshine found that with a contact density of four and a 

starting fraction of .01 ~imilar to the values used in our analysis) the upper limit 

of the estimate of percentage of the net contacied was 90.6 per cent in the observed 

net and 91.1 per cent in the random net. 1 The biased model consistently over 

e'slimated the observed structure statistics but tho difference was gradually reduced 

1T•J• Fararo and M.H. Sunshine, A Study of Cl Biased Friendship Net 
Ciyracuse: Youth Development Center, 1964), p. 41. 
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os the tracing moved from steps one to On their case) twelve with the final differ-

ence being five-tenths of one per cent as compared to the 6.3 per cent difference 

In our dota. The fact of the differences between the biased and observed structure 

statistics was not unanticipated; however, we did not expect the magnitude differ-

ences to be so large. It is clear that while the bias model has proved effective with 

other populations it does not effectively account for the non-random dements in the 

choices of the institutionalized delinquents we have studied. Consideration of one 

of these nonoccounted for bioses, the influence of stotus differences on choice pot-

terns will be considered in Chapter Five. 

The finding thot on the overage 88 per cent of the inmotes in the insti-

tvtion c;ould be contacted from a randoml y drawn set of starters could be interpreted 

0$ strong support for the theoretical contention that the inmate society is characterized 

by high total connectivity and therefore a potentially universal social structure. 

However, for this conclusion to be substantiated, we must demonstrate that there 

are not recognizable subnets within the institution that are relatively self contained 

In terlT1:\; of choices, and would therefore account for the connectivity of the total 

net. That is, we need a measure of the exten t to whi ch the connectivity of the 

fatal nel' is attributable not to total conner;!'ivity but the sum of subnet connectivities • 

. k we have already postulated the importance of cottages as subnets we 

will restri<:t our analysis of the issue to cottage subne!s. The question resolves to a 

considerati.,n of fhe extent to whi ch choi ces are rondoml y distributed throughout the 

Institution as compared to the extent that choi ees are contained within the subnets 

(cottages). The inbreeding statistic (6) is defined as ~ii, where Ail equals the 
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nu~ber of selections targeted within a subnet clnd Ai equals the total number of 

selections by that net (Tour ~imes N). The ~dom inbreeding values are based on 

the assumption that the proportion of the members of a subnet chosen is equal to 

their proportion in the total net O.e., W, where Ni equals the number in the 

subnet and N equals the number in the total net). Table 2 presents the observed 

and random values of inbreeding (6) for the total net and the seven cottage subnets. 

With the exception of the reception and orientation cottage (B-1) the observed 

value~ are considerably higher than the random estimate of expected inbreeding, in-

dicating that the choices of subjects arli! not distributed throughout the populatiol' 

but rather are almost exclusively confined to the immediate living unit. The fact 

that the choices of 8-1 subjects are not confined to the 8-1 subnet most likely re-

flects the temporary status of that living group and the subsequent transient nature 

of the population. 

The absence of "real" total ner connectivity can be further demonstrated 

by assessing the extent to which non-cottage choi ces are reci procated. Excl udi ng 

8-1, only six per cent of those choices by members of subnets that were not targeted 

on members of the nodes' subnet were reciprocated. The hypothesis of institutional 

cohesiveness as defined by choice structures must be re jected. The unit of relevant 

analysis in the consideration of the institutions' social structure must be the immedi-

ate living unit. The maximal culture theory that the institution is!:. society must be 

considered inoperative in this case as there is not a corresponding network of 

slenlficant interactions. This more adequately demonstrates our contention that the 

research reviewed In Chapter One itself indicated the absence of strong 
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TABLE 2 

RANDOM AND OBSERVED VALUES OF THE 
INBREEDING PROPORTIONS FOR THE TOTAL NET AND SUBNETS 

Cottage 1 Random Observed 

Total 1.0
2 1.0

2 

S~l .13 .33 
B-2 .14 .93 
B-3 .16 .96 
B-4 .13 .92 
B-5 .12 .84 
B-6 .14 .88 
B-7 .18 .90 

1 Cottages are reffered to B-1 through B-7 
os described in Chapter 3. 

2These are trivially complete in the total 
net. 
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tnteraction~1 bonds umong i~mates ot the institutional h!vel. Thll remainder of our 

analysis will be guided by this finding, as W6 will now turn to the analY$is of the 

connectivity and clique struchll"e (Chapter Five) of the cottage units. 

The Subnets 

Tables 3-9 and Figures 2-8 display the resull's of the connectivity 

anolysh of the subnets. Analysis of the subnet structure statistics indicates: (1) 

In all cases the biased model is closer to the observed results than was the biased 

model for the total net. Thus, while the biased model for the total net over estimated 

the upper limit of the observed structure statisti c by 6.3 per cent, the largest over-

estimate of the corresponding statistic in the subnet was 4.8 per cent with a mean 

difference Ognoring signs) of 2.4 per cent. The magnitUde of absolute difference 

between observed and biased structure statisti cs was. 9 per cent for B-1, 2.6 per 

cent for B-2, .7 per cent for B-3, 4.8 per cent for B-4, 3.7 per cent for B-5, 1.1 

, per cent for B-6 and 3.2 per cent for B-7. Relative to the total net, the biased 

models for the subnets more accurately adjusted the random model to the observed 

data; (2) The observed structure statistics for the subnets exhibit considerable bias 

In connectivity in that the observed value of X (t) is less than the random model 

and significantly different from the random model when compared with the difference 
. :; 

between the observed and random statistics for the total net. In the total net, the 

difference between the upp:cr limits of the observed and the random structure statis-

tics Was 10 per cent. In the ~ubnet;, the mean difference was 13.6 per cent. This 

suggests that the subnet bias p'Jrameters (0', fT, ITs and >") are larger in magnitude 

£ . No w. tb iiUJi!*"",I", 'Ii$ii I.e. " . _;z::::. 4i(j , .,i Alas; ¥ffl • .. e, "\.t .. "~.",.,,. _».~.!.!F. i . •. $E~' -tAt; 151:; , 4.~. ,J • 
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TABLE 3 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATiVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED--B-l 

X{t) 
X(t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Theoretical 

Average 
Random Biased 

---, 
0 9.38 9.38 9.38 
1 24.43 23.27 23.27 
2 39.68 40"03 36.74 
a 50.38 55.45 47.54 
4- 57.77 66.12 54.85 
5 62.88 71.96 59.21 
6 64.5~ 74.72 61.61 
7 64.96 75.92 62.87 
8 65.06 96.43 63.52 
9 76.65 ,63.84 

10 76.73 64.00 
11 76.77 64.09 
12 96.79 64.13 
13 76.79 64.15 
~4 64.16 
15 64.16 

---< -
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TABLE 4 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED--B-2 

x (t) ;(, (t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Theoreti cal 

Average 
Random I Biased 

0 8.11 . 8.11 8.11 

1 31.99 30.90 30~.90 

2 62.07 68.97 61.25 

3 78.99 91.86 82.06 

4 85.18 96.36 89.43 

5 87.36 96.89 90.23 

6 87.97 96.95 90.62 

7 88.06 96.95 90.70 

8 90.72 

9 90.72 
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OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
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TABLE 5 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTAc.1ED--B-3 

X(t) 
X(t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Theoretical 

Average Random Biased 

0 7.89 7.89 7.89 

1 28.86 29.38 29.38 

2 54.33 65.76 53.98 

3 72.92 89.94 71.81 

4 82.17 95.55 80.24 

5 86.67 96.31 83.29 

6 89.22"'- 96.41 86.28 

7 91.51 96.42' 89.58 

8 92.95 96.42 91.68 

9 93.38 92.71 

10 92.71 
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TABLE 6 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED--B-4 

X(t) 
X (t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Theoreti cal 

Average Random Biased 

0 9.68 9.68 9.68 

1 32.88 31.38 31.38 

2 54.94 62.95 53.72 

3 67.64 84.87 69.15 

4 72.53 91.88 78.68 

5 74.09 93.35 78.66 

6 74.51 93.62 78.73 

7 93.67 79.10 

8 93.68 79.23 

9 79.27 

10 79.29 

11 79.29 
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OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
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TABLE 7 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATiVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONSCONTACTED--B-5 

X(t) 
X(t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Theoretical 

Average 
Random Biased 

~ -
0 10.0 10.0 10.0 

1 35.91 36.15 36.15 

2 61.83 '73.98 61.61 

3 72.79 92.90 76.61 

" 76.13 96.29 78.53 

5 76.56 96.71 79.43 

6 96.75 79.49 

7 96.75 80.16 

8 80.21 

9 80.22 

10 80.22 
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FIGURE 6 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED--B-5 
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TABLE 8 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CONTACTED--B-6 

X(t) 
X(t) 

Step (t) Observed Theoreti cal 

Average 
Random Biased 

. 
0 8.57 8.57 8.57 

1 30.88 30.63 30.63 

2 61.20 65.92 58.28 

3 80.74 89.07 77.95 

4 88.48 94.82 85.99 

5 90.23 95.69 88.36 

6 90.32 95;81 88.97 

7 95.83 89.13 

8 95.83 89.17 

9 89.18 
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TABLE 9 

OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMULATIVE 
PERCENTAGE OF PERSONS CC/i'lTACTED--8-7 

X(t) 
X(t) 

Step (t) Observed 
Th,eore Ii col 

Average) 
Random Biased 

0 7.14 7.14 7.14 

1 19.96 28.00 22.38 

2 32.49 65.77 33.76 

3 41.81 91.09 45.64 

" 49.72 96.39 54.66 

5 55.81 97.01 63.01 

6 61.13 97.07 66.74 

7 64.92 97.08 69.47 

8 67.37 72.85 

9 68.91 73.47 

10 69.96 73.49 

11 70.24 73.49 

12 70.31 
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OBSERVED AND THEORETICAL CUMtllATIVE . 
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than the corresponding bias ~rameters in the total net. We should note that not all 

lubnets are equally divergent from t~e random model; however, we will attend to 

these differences when we consider the subnets individually. However, the per-

centage of persons contacted'remains large in all the subnets, though it does vary 

as we will discuss; ('3) The calculation of observed structure statistics for the sub-

nets involved fewer steps than the total net. Thus, the total net extended to four-

teen (14) steps while the mean for the subnets was 7.6 with a range of from five to 

twelve. This indicates that the "length" of the connectivity structure in the sub-

nets is relatively short, suggesting a restricted structure within the subnets; (4) 

Finally, the mean upper limit of the observed structure statistics ~or the subnets 

(79.4) is lower than the upper limit of the total net (88%). However, there are 

three subnefs whose observed structure statistics are approximately equal to or Icrger 

than (88%, 90%, and 93%) the total net and four subnets whose observed structure 

statistics are considerabl y lower (65%, 70%, 74%, and 76%) than the total net. 

These differences and others will be discussed in our consideration of each of the 

subnets. 

The general suooet analysis leads us to conclude that because there is 

considerably more bias in the observed structure statistics than we would expect, and 

because the value af the upper limit of X(t) is reached early in the range of potential 

steps, the sobnets contain cohesive cliques that represent the basis of the structural 

analysis of the institution. The social structure of the institution does not operate at : ; I 

the total net level, nor does it appear that the entire subnet is unidimensionall y 

Itructured. The connectivity analysis does indicate that a significant ~ut varying) 

= ---~~--""" 
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proportion of the subnet population is included in a structure of interactions but, 

ot this point, there is no indication that these cliques within the subnets are re-

Icted to each other (the inbreeding analysis would indicate just the opposite). The 

qoostion of inter-subnet clique connection must be deferred until we more precisely 

t:1"fine the subnet-cliques. 

The variation in subnet structure statistics can be discussed in terms of 

these areas: (1) the percentage of the subnet contacted; (2) the number of steps to 

the upper limit of the observed percentage of persons contacted; and (3) the direc-

tion of error in the biased X (t). Subnets B-2 (88%), B-3 (94%) and B-6 (90%) were 

the subnets with high levels of observed connectivity. In B-2 and B-6 the biased 

model underestimated the observed structure statistic" while in B-3 it overestimated 

the corresponding statistic. Tho calculation of the observed statistic ended after 

seven steps in B-2, nine steps in B-3, and six steps in B-6. These findings suggest 

a cohesive, nearly complete interactional structure. Subnets B-1 (65%), B-4 (75%) 

8-5 (i'7%), and B-7 (70%) exhibited lower connectivity structure statistics, though 

the number of steps to termination (8, 6, 5, and 12'respectively) correspond to those 

of the high connectivity subnets. With the exception of B-1 the biased model over-

estimated the observed statistics in these low connectivity subnets. These results 

suggest thot these subnets contain small subnets or cliques of interaction, with the 

potential for clique structure to be characterized by the interlocking of related 

dyads and triads but without a domina~t, subnet clique. Again the evaluatian of 

these suggestions requires cliqu~ analysis. The analysis of the total net and the sub-

nets has led us to emphasize the necessity for the clique analysis. The structure of 

" I, 

~ i :' 
~ 'I :: 

t 
I, 
;, :. 



89. 

Interactions does not obtain at the total net level (the prevalence of subnet in-

breeding) nor at the swnet level. The :~,,;c~i.iia ,If the inmate society is, like 

most social organizations, based on smaller units. In Chapter Five, we will iden-

tify these units and the extent to which they are "organized" (i.e., connected by 

choices). 

Subnets and Prisonization 

The primary variations in the connectivity of the subnels are expressed 

In the inbreeding statistics and percentages of persons contacted. Our suggestion 

Is that when there is high inbreeding and/or high percentage of persons contacted 

we have the potentiol for a social structure that corresponds to the form derived from 

the normative commitment position. Although we cannot evaluate the relationship 

between social structure and culture, we con estimate the relationship between in-

breeding and maximum X (t) and the level of prisonization. We are thus assessing 

the relationship between assumed measures of social structure and on measure of 

cultural commitment, responses to the prisonization scale. It must be emphasized 

again that at this point the structure statistics are only assumed to relate to a hier-

archy of choices (i .e., a structure). It is possible that the connectivity derives 

from linked-poirs with little appreciable organization beyond the simplest form of 

social life. Our analysis of the relationship will be used only tentatively to add 

more substance to the connectivity analysis. 

Table 10 presents the number and percentage of subjects in each cottage 

who we classified as defining self or others as highly prisonized. Contrary to previous 

i 
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TABLE 10 

NUMBER AND PERCENTAGE OF SUBJECTS SCORED AS HIGHLY 
PRISONIZED BY PRISONATION DIMENSION At'-!D COTIAGE 

Dimension 

Cottage Self Other 

N % N % 

B-1 7 21.9 22 68.9 
B-2 11 30.6 29 80.6 
B-~ 13 34.2 31 81.6 
B-4 9 28.1 22 68.8 
B-5 9 30.0 13 43.3 
B-6 13 37.1 22 62.9 
B-7 20 47.6 28 66.7 

90. 

research
2 

we observe that the ordering proportions of self ond other definitions are 

not consistent within cottages. The rank-order correlation between proportion of 

subjects designating self and other as highly prisonized is -.11. The corrected chi-

square between subjects positions (either high or low) on the self and other dimension~ 

Is 7.79 p=> .01. Our data indicate little relationship between self and other 

designation. This most likely reflects the I~ck of anonymity in our data collection. 

We will utilize the definition of prisonlzation in terms of "other" designations in 

most of our subsequent analysis. We do this because (1) it includes a larger 

. 2For example, Hugh Cline, The Determinants of Normative Patterns in 
~ectionallnstitutio.ns (unpublished Ph.D. dissertation, Harvard University, 1966). 
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proportion of the population; (2) if previous research is correct it should correlate 

with self designations in an anonymous data collection setting; and ('3) the inclusion 

of more subiects within the high prisonization category is the condition most con-

genial to the normative-commitment model, which is in keeping with our attempt 

to provide the optimal setting for the testing of the normative model. 

The connectivity analysis suggests two factors to relate to prisonization, 

namely the upper limit of the percentage of the subnet contacted and the observed 

level of inbreeding. The rank-order correlation between the proportion of "other" 

highly prisonized subiects and the proportion of the subnet contacted is +.29, 

while the rank-order correlation between 0 and the some measure of prisonization . 

Is +.79. Though the order is determined by a small range of absolute scores, the 

conclusion these data support is that the higher the inbreeding (even within a limited 

range) the higher the level of prisonization, again suggesting the viability of a 

limited version of the normative model of prison orgonization. We are again led to 

the conclusion that the more cohesive a unit the more likely the level of prisoniza-

tion will be high. The interactional cohesivene;s of the unit and possibly the inter-

action structure, is related in ways as yet unspecified to the levels of prisonization 

within the unit. Clearly, the analysis of the structure of interaction within units 

and the relationship between thoSe structures and prisonization must be assessed. 

Conclusion 

The connectivity anafysis. has demonstrated that the organization of 

friendship-choices in the total net do not correspond to the normative commitment 

model. There is the absence of reciprocated choices between living-units indicating 
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that the structure of choices is contained within the subnets. Th.!! subnet analysis 

suggests a rel.otionship between pri~onizat1)(1 and the level of inbreeding; however, 

the bias parameters suggest the absence of extended choice structures. Thus, the 
> 

normative commitment model may be operative at the subnet level; however, the 

precise test of its opplicobility requires the consideration of the structure of choices 

within the subnets and the relationships befween these structures ond normative 

commitment. It is to the structure of choices that we now turn. 
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CHAPTER V 

SUBNET CHOICE STRUCTURES 

In the previous chapter we established that the relevant structural unit 

was not the total institution but rather the cottages or subnets. We further observed 

a strong positive relationship between thl"! level of inbreeding within the cottages 

and the rank of the cottages' commitment to the inmate normative system. These 

findings we.e interpreted as: (1) a refutation of the perspective of a lotal social 

slJ'1.lclure that is informed by a pervasive normative clement; and (2) initial support 

for a modified normative position (i.e., the "minimal culture posifion") which would 

propose that within the relevant structural unit the level and hierarchy of commit-

ment to the inmate normative system would support the perspective thaI culture and 

structure are highly correlated with the theoretical causal direction indicating the 

priority of the cultural elements. The analysis that follows will consider: (1) the 

subnets social structure as determined by reciprocated choices; (2) the levels of par-

ticipation within the structures; and, (3) the relotionship between inclusion within 

or exclusion from the structure and our measure of normative commitment and other 

subject characteristics. Again our main concern is the re lationship between social 

structure (chorce structure) and culture Oevel of normative commi~rnent) as measured 

by the degree of explanation of the chcracferistics r.f the social structure contained 

In our knowledge of level of cultural commitment. We will, however, also explore 

other associations with the structural elements in order to further characterize the 
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determinants of the choice structure. 

The Structure of Reciprocated Choi ces 
1 

In Chapter Four we suggested that the structure of reciprocated choices 

would most likely be very simple because of the low magnitude of the bios parameters. 

Our analYSIs of reciprocated choices supports our anticipotion. Only in one case 

did we find a subnet circuit-arc (cottage B-2) and in all cases the observed struc-

tura contains large proportions of "chains" \I .e., series of single reciprocated choices 

unidirectionally linked to more frequently chosen clusters). Figures 1 through 6 de­

pictthe charted choice structures of cottages B-2 through 8-7. 

The most significant overall observations to be mode on these structures 

are: (1) the large proportion of each cottage that is included within the choice 

structures (86, 58, 77, 74, 81 and 50 per cent respectively); (2) the fact that the 

rank order of these relative proportions does nC)~ correlate highly with the rank order 

of the inbreeding statistics (and therefore the rank order of proportion highly pri-

sonized [rb = .32]); (3) the relative absence of reciprocated choices that ore not 

Included within the cottage choice structure \I.e.,' the fact that with the exception 

of B-7, the disciplinory cottage, those choices that ore reciprocated are linked to 

other reciprocated choices in all but eight coses--one in B-2, five in B-3, zero in 

8-4, two in 8-5, zero in B-6 and nine in 8-7); and (4) the bifurcotion of choice 

structures that are joined by only one or two subjects (this is most striking in the 

lin the rollowing, 8-1 is·excluded from the analysis because the choice 
structure Is not contoined within the cottage as indicated by the low inbreeding 
parameters ~ee Chopter Four). 
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FIGURE 2 

SUBNET REOPROCATED CHOICE STRUCTURE: B-3 
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SUBNET RECIPROCATED CHOICE STRUCTURE: 8-5 
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case of B-2 where the link is the circuit ar.c and is also apparent in B-3, 8-5 and 

8-6, with B-4 and 8-7 representing a more unidimensional structure}. In sum, the 

choice structures, while comprehensive, are not complex. In Chapter Six we will 

consider further the differences within the choice structure (i.e., leaders vs. fol-

lowers), however at this point we will consider the characteristics of all those with-

In the choice structures ~eferred to in tM following as the CM's) as corolpared to 

those isolated from that structure either by reason of their receiving no reciprocated 

choices (the pure isolate) or by reason of their reciprocated choices not being attached 

to the dominant choice structure veferred to in the fortowing os the I's). 

Clique Members and Isolates 

Tables 1 and 2 present the observed relationship between self prisoniza-

tion scores and other prisonization scores for CM's and 1'5. ;Vhlle the CM group 

has a higher percentage identifying themselves as highly prisonized (eM = 37.1%; 

I = 29.7%) the difference is small and wher. Tabk. 1 is anal yzed by use of tau-c 

no significant association is noted (r = .144).2 The similarity between CM and 
c 

2Throughout this chapter and the following we will utilize tests of asso­
ciation and significance, in particular Kendall's tau and chi-square. This is done 
despite the fact that we are deali!1g with non-sample data and therefore might treat 
any difference between parameters as real differences. We propose, however, that 
we treat our papulation as a sample from on unknown universe and therefore suggest 
that testing is appropriate to determine the degree to which observed differences 
var~' from those expected by chance. Therefore we accept Deming's position on the 
testing of papulation data (see W.E. Deming, "On the Distinction Between Enumer­
ative and Analytical Surveys," Journal of the American Statistical Association, 
48:262 (1953), 244-253). In Tables I and 2 we use tau as the hypothesis predicts 
an ordered relatlonship. In all cases the .05 level of significance is utilized. 
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TABLE 1 

STRUCTURAL POSI TION AND SELF PRISONIZATION LEVEL 

Structuro I Posi ti on 

Self Prisonizotion Totals 
Clique Members Isolates 

(%) flo) 

High 56 19 75 
(.37.1 ) (29.7) 

Low 95 45 140 
(62.9) (70.3) 

Totals 151 64 215 

'b = .1440 N.S. 

TABLE 2 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND OTHER PRISONIZATION LEVEL 

Structural Position 

Other Prisonizotion Totals 
Clique Members Isolates 

~) (%) 

High 105 43 147 
(69.5) (66.7) 

Low 46 21 57 
(.30.5) ('33.3) 

Totals 151 64 215 

, = .0196 N.S. 
c 
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: group percentages in Table 2 demonstrates on even greater degree of similarity in 

the percentage of subiects whose "other" responses were scored as highly prisonized 

(CM:: 69.5%; I :: 66.7%). The tau-c for Table 2 (r = .0196) clearly indicates 
c: 

the obsence of association between ;tructural position and degree of normative com-

mitment. Given our measure of structural position it is cleor that it cannot be ex-

plained in our data by reference to the operation of the degree of c~.'llmitment of 

the inmate to the normative component of the inmate culture. The normative model 

discussed in Chapter One cannot account for the absence of this relationship and 

therefore is clearly not on efficient basis on which to further orient our conceptual-

ization of the inmate society. While it may be that leaders within the CM are more 

prisonized than non-leaders (on issue to be analyzed in Chapter Six), it is clear that 

the CM group does not differ from the I sub iects along the normative dimension. 

Thus, there is the absence of support for even the minimal normative pasition that 

was tentatively suggested by the data of Chapter Four. The relationship between 

the level of inbreeding and the degree of prisonization is not explained by the re­

lationship between clique membership and degree of prisonization~ 3 
This is not to 

Indicate that there are nO useful dimensions upon which we can distinguish between 

CM's ~'nd I's, but rather that the relationship predicted by the normative model con-

cerning the convergence of clique membership and high prisonization is not confirmed. 

The differences in structural position \I .e., CM or I) must be understood (given the 

3At this point it may be necessary to note that we are treating prison­
Izati,," as an independent variable. Our further analysis will consider alternative 
explanations of the dependent variable--choice structure. 
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limitations of our data) in ferms of the subjects preinstitutional and/or institutional 

experiences. 

All offense variables demonstrate that the CM group is characterized 

by a greater degree of violent crime and a more extensive delinquency career in 

comparison to the isolates. 31.7% of the CM's offenses were crimes of violence, 

while crimes of violence comprised only 11.9% of the I group's first offeroses (Tobie 3). 

TABLE 3 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY FIRST OFFENSE TYPE 

. 
Structural Position 

Offense Type 
Clique Member 

Violent 

Property 

Juvenile 

Totals 

x2 = 31.406 

19 unknown 

2 
5 unknown 

fA.) 

45 
(31.7) 

77 
(54.2) 

20 
(14.1 ) 

1421 

p < .001 

Isolate 
(%) 

7 
(11.8) 

22 
(37.3) 

30 
(50.8) 

5~ 

C .3675 

Totals 

52 

99 

50 

201 
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The I group committed proportionately less first property offenses than the O~ 

group t,37.3% and 54.2% respectively) cnd proportionatel y more fi~t iwenife 

.fatus offenses (50. f3<',{, to 14.1%). The chi-square associated wi th the joint distr:"" 

bution of structure type and first offense is 31.406 (p < .001) indicating a significont 

difference (rom the chance model, with the degree of association estimated at .3675 

by the coefficient of contingency. 

The same pattern emerges when we consider the offense For which the 

subject was placed in the institution (Table 4). 36.4% of the CM category ond 

15.6% of the isolates were committed for the commission of violent offenses, while 

32.8% of the isolates and 28.5% of the CM's were committed for propert>i offenses 

(the proporHons for jwenile status offenses are again Indication of the less seriou:; 

nature of the isolates' offense histories) \35.1% =: CM; 51. 6% ~ I). ASCin, this 

association is significantly different from the expected model (chi-square = 9.7CJJ3, 

p <.01, C = .2083). !n both offense measures the significant contribution to chj-

squore comes from the differences in the proportions of serious offenses committed 

by the CM category relative to the I group. This i, particularly relevant since we 

are aware from other datC! :hat thE:: probabilities for the commission of serious crimes 

are unaHected by increoses in the number of offenses. 
4 

This further emphasizes the 

extent of serious cr; me in the CM structural unit. 

'-we refer primari! y to the findings of Sell in and Wolfgang that charac­
terize delinquent careers as a single stage tIoarkav Process. See Thorsten Selfin and 
Marvin Wol~gang, The Extent of Delinquency in an Ag~ Cohort (forthcoming). 
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TABLE 4 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND CURRENT OFFENSE TYPE 

Structural Position 

! 
Current Offense 

Clique I-kmbers Isolates 
Totals 

(%) (%) 

Violent 55 10 65 
(36.4) (15.6) 

Property 43 21 64 
(28.5) (32.8) 

Juvenile Status 53 33 88 
(35.1) (51. 6) 

Totals 151 64 215 

x2 = 9.7603 p < .01 C .2083 

The total number of offenses committed by the subiect prior to the offense 

for which he was committed also reflects the more serious offense careers of the CM's 

as compared to the 1'5. Table 5 indicates the more extensive prior delinquency ex-

perience of the CM's as compured to the isolates Ci< = 6.8, X. = 2.3). The cm , 

clique members with six or more offenses (31%) averaged 9.0 offenses per subiect 

while the isolates with six or more offenses averaged 6. O. This relationship between 

structural position and number of offenses is significant as measured by chi-square 

r;.7625, p < :05, C = .1824). 
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TABLE 5 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND NUMBER OF PREVIOUS OFFENSES. 

Structural Position 

Number of Offenses 
Qique Members Isolates Totals 

('>;0) ('>;0) 

1 or Jess 17 12 29 
(l1.3) (18.8) 

2 - 5 98 44 142 
(64.9) (68. B) 

6+ 46 8 54 
(30.5) (12.5) 

Totals 151 64 215 

7.763 p < .05 C =: .1824 

It is important 10 note that the differences in the quality and quantity 

of the offense histories cannot be attributed to differences between the CM and I 

units with respect to the age of onset of delinquency. The CM and isolates hod al-

most identical mean ages of onset (12.7 and 13.1, respectively), and when their 

ages of onset were dichotomized at the modal age (age 12) we observe remarkably 

dmilor distributions (Table 6, chi-square = .0004, p > .95). Therefore, the 

differences in the extensiveness and serio,usness of the delinquency careers does 

not reflect differences in the length of their delinquent careers but the existence of 

real differences in coreer patterns. 

I 
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TASlE 6 

STRUCTURAL POSIT/ON AND AGE OF ONSET 

. 
Structural Position 

Age of Onset Totals 
Clique Members Isolotes 

(Ok) «'Io) 

12+ 106 45 151 
(70.2) (70.3) 

11 or iess 45 19 64 
(29.8) (29.7) 

Totals 15] 64 215 

p > .95 

When we consider the institutional experiences of the two groups, we 

'. observe that the CM's have served on overage time of 9.5 months a$ compared fa 

7.4 months for the iSQlates. This ii)dicafes fhat inclusion into the cliques within 

the institution is associated with time served in a fashion that is closer to a linear 

than the curvilinear one suggested by Wheeler. 
5 

The CM unit has, in addition to 

SThe failure to observe fhe curvilin~ar model postulated by Wheeler in 
our shuctural data is congruent with the obs'~nce of supportive replications in the 
litera/ure. See Robert Atchley and M. P. McCabe, "Socialization in Correctionol 
Communities," American Sociologicol Review, 33 (1968), 774-785. These authors 
suggest that Ihe key relationship to be explored in further studies is the relationshi p 
between conformity and interaction (p. 779). We have indico'led above the absence 
of that relationship in our data. 
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offense history differences, more "seniiority" within the inmate society. 

The linearity of this relationship is Further emphasized by the data on 

the subject's perception of the amount of time he has remaining to serve (Table 7). 

TABLE 7 

STRUCTURAL POSIT/ON AND EST/MATED TIME TO BE SERVED 

Structural Position 

Time to Serve 
~nths) 

Totals 
Clique Members Isolates 

(%) ("/0) -

3 or less 45 J5 60 
(29.8) (23.4) 

4 - 6 58 22 80 
C38.4) C34.4) 

7+ 48 27 75 
C31.8) (42.2) 

Totals 151 27 215 

x2 
2.243 p > .30 

While the isolates estimate that they hove more time to serve (42% of the isolates 

as compored to 32% of the CM's estimated that they had ~even or mare months time 

to serve) and the CM's thot they have less time (30% of the CM's and 23% of the 

isolates estimate they have 3 or less months time to serve), the observed distribution 

dOes not difFer significantly from the expected model (chi-square = 2.242, p> .30). 
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This clearl>' indicates that the relq'rionship between ~he last phase of Wheeler's 

curvilinear model of prisonization and social strur .ure is not described by a curvi-

rinear model indicating that individuals "reject" their role near the end of their 

trme. On the contrary, the data support a linear model emphasizing the tendency 

for ot least structural p?sition to be held until the end o~ the time served. 

Table 8 indicates the extent of previous i.lstitutional experience for the 

two structural positions. We observe 0 significant association between structural 

position and previous incarceration at Cedar Knoll, (chi-square:: 7.3518, p < .OJ, 

C .257). Of the CM's 25.8% have previously been inc!=lrcerated at M.apre Gren 

and Cedar Knoll or Cedar Knoll only while 9.4% of the isolates have this form of 

TABLE 8 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND PREVIOUS CEDAR KNOLL CONFINEMENT 

Structural Position 

Cedar Knoll Totals 
Confinement 

Clique Members Isolates 
(%) (%) 

Yes 39 6 45 
(25.8) ( 9.4) 

No 112 58 170 
(74.2) (90.6) 

Totals 151 64 215 

-
x2 .. 7.352 p < .01 C = .257 
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plocement history. The isolates. were more likely to have served only at Maple 

Glen (27% CIS compared to 21% for the CM's). Thus, while the previous incarcer-

ation histories ore similar, in the sense that over 50% of each category had not been 

at Maple Glen or Cedar Knoll, the difference that does exist emphasizes the extent 

of presocialization that occurs in the CM unit that may account for their abilHy to 

goin status during their current confinf'ment. 

This point, and the observations on ofFense paftems, is further empha-

sized when we consider the fact the CM ond ! units do not differ in terms of mean 

ages (CM = 15.9, , = 16.0), nor do they differ in terms 0: the number of previous 

correctional placements (Table 9, chi-square = 1.686, p> .30). While 58% ri 'e 

TABLE 9 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND NUfllBER OF PREVIOUS CONFINEMENTS 

Sfrucfvral PosHi on 

Number of 
- -

Confinements 
Totals 

Clique "-kmoors Isolates 
fI,) (%) 

2+ 26 13 39 
{17.2} (20.3) 

-
1 "6 14 {IJ 

(30.5) (21. 9) 

0 79 37 116 
(52.3) (57.8) 

Totols 151 64 215 

. X2 
c 1.67 p > .30 
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I's and 52% of the CM's have had no previous incarcerations, 20% of the isolates 

hod two or more incarcerations compared to 17% for the CM's. The clique members 

hod slightly fewer average incarcerations than the isolates. Thus, it is not the dif-

ferences in the quantity of previous commitments but their quality O.e., exposure 

to Cedor Knoll) that is an element in the differentiation between clique members 

and isol ates. 

The homogeneity of the total pepul ation with regards to background 

characteristics discussed in Chapter Three is reflected in the fact that none of the 
I 

background characteristics that were not related to delinquency history were found 

to be significantly associoted with structural position. Tables 10 and 11 contain 

TABLE 10 

STRUCTURAL POSITiON AND TIME RESIDED IN WASHINGTON, D.C • 

. 
Structural Position 

Time Resided in 
Totols Washington, D.C. 

CI i que tv'lembers Isolates 
f'A» (%) 

Since Birth 124- 51 175 
(82.1) (79.7) 

.' 1 - 6 years 11 9 20 
( 7.3) (14-.1) 

7+ years 16 .. 20 
(40.6) ( 6.2) 

Totals 151 64 215 

x2 = 3.165 p > .• 20 
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TABLE 11 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND FAMILY STATUS 

Structural Position 

Family Status Totals 
Clique fvlembers Isolates 

fA,) ("',{,) 

Broken f,vith~ 39 16 54 
out either parent) (25.8) (25.4) 

Broken f,vith- 74 26 100 
out one parent) (49.0) (41. 3) 

Complete 38 21 61 
(25.2) 03.3) 

Totals 151 64 215 

2 
X = 2.056 p > .30 

the observed relationship between family status and time in Washington, D.C. and 

the structural position respective I y. 
6 

Visuol inspection and chi'-square tests indicate 

the absence of a significant relationship. The absence of significant relationships 

aloog these dimensions suggesfs that structural position con best be explained by 

reference to Factors that are related to the subjects delinquenc)' and institutional 

careers. While other background variables may prove useful, none of those collec/ed 

61'h-~'" are selected for presen/oti~ns as they mOst nearly approximated 
sIgnificant associations. 
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TABLE 13 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND INSTITUTIONAL JOB PLACEMENT 

Structural Position 

.!<:>b Placement Totals 
CI ique i\A.embers Isolates 

(%) ("10) 

"Institutional 35 20 55 
Mlintflnance \16.1) (80.0) 

Outside 11 5 16 
(23.9) (20.0) 

Totals 46
1 

25
2 

71 

2 
X = .1418 P > .80 

1105 without jobs 

239 without jobs 

, 
I 
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TASlE 14 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND AVERAGE NUMBER 
OF DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS 

-
Structural Position 

Average Number of 
Disciplinary Actions Clique Members Isolates 

(%) (%) 

3+ 33 21 
(21. 9) (32.8) 

1 - 2 61 24 
(40.4) (37.5) 

0 57 19 
(37.7) (29.7) 

Totals 151 64 

2 X = 1.069 p > .50 

- 116-
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Finally, we can consider the relationship between structural position and 

Interpersonal maturity lovel. While we initially included this variable os on attempt ~ I 

to slightly expand our potential analytical abilities we were not able to generate a 

useful understanding of how this measure should be relattJd to structural position (in 

the conformity model) because previous studies had not attempted to relate specific 

psychological dimensions to structural position. Table 15 indicates that this type of 

dimension is significantly associated with structural position and therefore may be 

relevant too model of the organization of the correctional community. 33.8% of 

the CM's identify themselves as low in interpersonal maturity as compared to 17.2% , 

of the isolates. The distributions are significantly different from the expected model 

TABLE 15 

STRUCTURAL POSITION AND INTERPERSONAL MATURITY LEVEL 

Structural Position 

Interpersonal 
Totals Maturity Level 

Clique t-kmbers Isolates 
(%) (%) 

Low 51 11 62 
(33.8) (17.2) 

High 100 53 151 
(66.2) (82.8) 

Totals 151 64 215 

. p < .02 C = .233 
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(chi-square := 6.026, p < .02, C = .232) indicating that the clique members are 

characterized ta a significant degree in comparison to the isolates by a self descrip-

tion that has been found to be characteristic of the persistent subcultural delinquent. 

following the observation of zero-order significant associations it would 

be appropriate to explore multiple-order relationship:;. We are restricted in this en-

deavor by the size of N and our leve! of measurement. However, in order to con-

sider the crucial association between prisonization and clique position we have 

analyzed this relationship holding constant one of the significant variables, length 

of time served. This control variable was selected because of its simplicity and be-

cause it could be used to generate comparisons containing enough cases for analysis 

O:>y using those above and below the median). In Tables 16 and 17 we compare 

clique members above and below the median for time served by self and other pri-

sonization level. We observe ihat not onl yare the associations small and not sig-

nificant, they are negative. This would suggest that length of time served is asso­

ciated with str~ctural positio~ but that-relationship becomes confounded when 

controls for time served are introduced. The substantively important finding is that 

controlling for time served does not alter the condition of no significant associatit;ln 

between position and prisonization. 
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TABLE 16 

STRUCTURAL POSITION, TIME SERVED AND SELF PRISONIZATION 

Self Prisonization 
Clique Members Clique f-.tembcrs 

Level 
Above Median Below f-.tedian Totals 

(%) ("A,) 

High 24 32 56 
(32.0) (42.1) 

Low 51 44 95 
(48.0) \ (58.9) 

Totals 75 76 151 

x2 
-.101 N.S. 

TABLE 17 

STRUCTURAL POSITION, TIME SERVED AND OTHER PRISONIZATION 

~ 

Other Prisonizaticn 
Clique Members Clique Members 
Above f-.tedian Below Median Totals 

level (%) (%) 

High 50 55 105 
(66.7) (72.4) 

low 25 21 46 
(33.3) (27.6) 

Totals 75 76 151 

x2 = -.0570 N.S. 
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Conclusion 

In this chapter we have demonstrated that the relationship between 

prisonization level and structural position cannot be accounted for by the normative 

model at the cottage or subnetlevel. The structural distinction between cliqu,: 

members and isolates is not related to levels of commitment to the inmate normative 

system; even when controls r~r time served are introduced, clique members are not 

differentiated by prisonization level. Structural position is significantly associated 

with the quolity and quantity of the previous delinquency and incarceration history, 

length of current confinement and with the dimension of personality that has been 

observed to be characteristic of the persistent gang delingucnt. Prisonization level 

CIS measured in the criminological literature is not associated with structural position. 

An adequate theoretical model of the inmate society cannot predict a convergence 

between high prisonization and membership in cliques. Rather, it is more likely that 

the understanding of prisonization and clique membership must be in terms of fact'ors 

related to previous dimensions of delinquent and institutional histories which are of 

course interrelated. This will be explored in greater detail in Chapter Seven. 
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CHAPTER VI 

LEADERS AND FOLLOWERS IN SUB NET CLIQUES 

In this chapter we will cor.sider the dimensions olong which we can dis-

finguish between those individuals who occupy app?rent leodership role~ in the 

diques and those who do not. Our approach to the determination of leadershi p 

position is in terms of the number of reciprocated choices. In the following we will 

consider as leaders those who hod three or four reciprocated choices (N=54, or 

35.8% of the clique member;) and as followers those who hod only one or two r~­

ciprocated choices (N=97, or 64.2% of the clique members).l While previolJS 

sociometric sNdies of leodership have utilized the total number of choices received 

by the >ubject regardless of the reciprocal statlJS of the chOice cr .e' l leadership = 
I received. • ., •. 
ttl b ,with some proportion as a cutting POint), we do not antlc!pate that 
o anum er 

our procedure would generate different leadership designations than tn~ more tra-

ditional !;ociometric procedure because I·he meap, number of choices receh'ed cor-

responds to the number of reciprocated choices. ThlJS, those with four reciprocated 

choices received an average of 6.2 choices, those with three reciprocated choices 

5.8 choices, those with two reciprocated choices 2.9 choices l and those with one 

reciprocared choice 2.1 choices. This provides us with a further rationale for the 

lit should be clear that we are analyzing the components of the clique 
mer:lbers category of the previous chapter. In this analysis we are considering re­
lationships between the two types of clique members, leaders and followers. 

- 121 -
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cutting-point for the leoder-follower dichotomy, as we note the similarity in the 

meons for the three and four reciprocated choice subjects, and for the one and two 

reciprocated choice subjects. Furthermore, all "stars" (i .e., the person receiving 

the most absolute number of choices within each clique were eiffler three (2 of thCl 

. ·stors- N = 8 and 9) or four (four of the "stars" N = 7 and 9) reciprocated choice 

subjects. We are therefore convinced that the cutting-point represents real dif-

ferences in reciprocated choice p05ition, in relative choice position regardless of 

reciprocation ond in absolute choice position. We will then consider the ways in 

which these two clique positions ore related to the prisonization, offense, demo-

graphic and institutional vCiriables considered in Chapter Five. 

Table 1 displays the relationship between clique position and self 

pri50nization. Whne 40.7% of the leaders as compared to 35.1 of the followers 

are classified as highly prisonized, the overall distribution sho\lls significant ordered 

association (r = .052). However, when we consider the other prisonization scores c: 

as the determinont of prisonization level we do observe a signHicanl ordered re-

lationship between clique position and prisonization {Table 2, r = .224, p < .05), 
c 

with 85.2% of the leaders dasdfied as highly prisonized as compered to 60.1% of 

the followers. For the first time in our consideration of the relationship between 

structure and prisonization a significant association has been observed. It should 

be noted at this point thot it is m05t likely that previous considerations of the re-

lationship between inmate code and inmate social structure have been based upen 

a variant of the observation contained in Table 2. That is, the observations made 

by Schrag, Cemmer and Wheeler ~ee Chapter One) on the convergence between 

·1 
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TABLE 1 

CLIQUE POSITION AND SELF PRISONIZA-'ON LEVEL 

Clique Position 

Self Prisonizotion Tolols 
Leoder Follower 

fA» fA» 

High 22 34 56 
(40.7) (35.1) 

low 32 03 95 
(59.3) (64.9) 

Totols 54 97 151 

r = .052 N.S. 
e 

TABLE 2 

CLIQUE POSITION AND OTHER PRISONIZATION LEVEL 

.........., , 

Other I'risonizotion 

High 

low 

Totals 

r = .2238 
e 

Clique Position 

Totols 
Leoder Follower 

(%) fA» 

46 59 105 
(85.2) (60.1) 

8 38 46 
(14.8) (38.9) 

54 97 151 

p < .05 
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popularity and prisonlzation reflect the fact we have just observed, namely that 

leaders exhibit response patterns tnat lead us to characterize them as highly prison-

'zed. However, we must also note, os these previous authors have not, that other 

clique members do not exhibit similar response patterns and that the clique does not 

differ from the isolates (Chapter Five, Tables 1 and 2) in terms of the proportion of 

high prisonization response sets. The high prisonization response pattern is a char-

acteristic of the leadership not the collectivity. As Garabedian, Wellford, and 

Schrag 6ee Ch:Jpter One') have previously observed, the level of prisonization is 

most highly corre~']ted with the subject's offense and institutional experience prior 

to his instant commitment. If the collectivity does not exhibit a similar pattern of 

nonnative commitment, one might propose that the leadership position is not based 

upon the "prisonization level" of the leader but rather on those same dimensions that 

are the correlatE'~ of prisonization--prior offense and institutional history. While 

high prisonization may be chara~teristic of leaders it does not reflect the collec-

tivities' sentiments and therefore m1y be interpreted as being independent of leader-

ship determinotion, just as ideological position is subjugated in other organizational 

.fructure~ • 

this focuses our attention on the prior offense, institutional and demo-

graphic history of leaders and followers. Tables 3, 4 and 5 consider the offense 

history of leaders and followers. All three distributions are significantly different 

from the expected model. Thus, in Table 3 we observe that the instant offense 'of 

leaders is less likely than followers to be a property offense (13.0010 and 37.1% 

respectivel y) and more likely to be offenses invo~ving violencG (48.1% and 29.9"10 
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TABLE 3 

CUQUE POSITION BY CURRENT OFFENSE TYPE 

Clique Position 

Offense Type Totals 
leader Follower 

(Ok) (%), 

Violence 26 29 55 
(48.1) (29.9) 

Property 7 36 43 
(13.0) (.37.1 ) 

Status 21 32 53 
(,38.9) (.33.0) 

Totals 54 32 151 

x2 = 10.621 p < .01 C .2562 

,-respectively). Similarly, in TobIe 4 we observe that the first offense for leaders 

was in the majority of coses a violent offense (56.8%) while among followers the 

first offense was charact~ristically a pro~rty offense (67.0%). Thus, followers' 

previous offenses stand between leoders and isolates {Tables 3 and 4, Chapter Five) 

In terms of the proportion of violent first and current offen~s. Finally, we observe 

In Table 5 the fact that leaders have a significantly more extensive delinquent 

career (XL = 8.3; XF = 5.7). Sixty-one per cent of the leaders hod six or more 

offenses compared to 12.4% of the followers. The chi-square and con,tingency co­

eFr:cient f;r TobIe 5 (><2 = 40.948, C = .463) indicotes the e):tent of the association, 

.... ")<,!\9!,,1. ~~'----'-'.----"_-,-,-__ "...;,_-_,."""-_-.-",-.,,,-... --... -- ... - _________________ IIi!II ___ .... liiiiiliiil_ililiiliiiillilliiliiilii ........ _______________ _ 
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TABLE 4 

CLIQUE POSITION BY FIRST OFFENSE TYPE 

Offense Type 

Violence 

Property 

'. 
Status 

Totals 

x2 = 23.8808 

19 unknown 

.",~ ...... ~ 

Clique Position 

Totals 
Leader follower 

(OA,) fA,) 

29 16 45 
(56.8) (17.6) 

16 61 77 
(31.4) (67.0) 

6 14 20 
(11. 8) (15.4) 

51 91 1421 

p < .001 C = .3793 
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TABLE 5 

CLIQUE POSiTION BY NUMBER OF PREVIOUS OFFENSES 

Clique Position 

Number of Offenses Totols 
Leader Follower 

fk) (%) 

1 or less 6 11 17 
(11.1) (11.3) 

2-5 15 73 88 
(27.8) (75. '3) 

6+ 33 12 46 
(61.1) (12.4) 

Totols 54 97 151 

2 X = 40.9478 p < .001 C .463 
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whlch given the absence of differences in age of onset, clearly demonstrates that 

leaders are a more serious delinquent category than followers and followers are more 

seri~us than isolates. Structural differentiation is cI earl yond strongl y associated 

with the delinquent his~ory of the subiects. 

Leaders and followers have essentially the some institutional history at 

Cedar Knoll as evidenced by Table 6. Twenty-six per cent of the leaders and 25.8% 

of the followers had previously been placed at Cedar Knoll (X2 = .0004, p> .95). 

However, the two structural positions differ with regards to the amount of time cur-

rently served. Followers had served an overage of 8.6 months while leaders had 

overaged 11. 1 months at Cedar Knoll during the current confinement. The 

TABLE 6 

CLIQUE POSITION BY PREVIOUS CEDAR KNOLL CONFINEMENT 

Clique PosHion 
Previous 

Cedar Knoll Totals 
Confinement leader Follower 

t%) ("10) 

Yes 14 25 39 
('26.0) ('25.8) 

No 40 72 112 
(74.0) (74.2) 

Totals 54 97 151 

p > .95 i 
, ! 
I 

I i 

I 
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differences in time served are. reflected in the amount of time expected to serve. 

Thirty-fow per cent of the leaO':fS and twenty-two per cent of the followers esti-

mated that they were in the last phase of their institutional career tr.e., three or 

less months to serve). 

The other dimerl$ioo that differentiated between clique members and 

isolates was interpersonal ma~-Jrity le,'cL Table 7 indicates that leaders and fol-

lowers do not distribute themselves significantly differently in terms of high or low 

interpersonal lTl<:)turity levels. Thirty-four and 33.3% of followers and leaders re-

spectively were scored as low cO interpersonal maturity. Thus, while this dimension 

accounts for a degree of the variance in clique membership it does not account for 

structural differentiation within cliques. 

TABLE 7 

alQUE POSiTION BY INTERPERSONAL MATURITY LEVEL 

Clique Position 

In te rpe rsor'la I 
Totals Maturity 

leader Follower 
(%) (%) 

Low 18 33 51 
(33.3) (34.0) 

High 36 64 lOC\ 
(66.n (66.0) 

Totals 54 97 151 

Y! = .0088 p > .90 
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All other variables were found not to be significantly associated with 

structural position and will not be displayed. Again, the homogeneity of the popu-

lotion relative to non-delinquency related measures and the content of the current 

Institutional experience further focuses our anal yti col considerations on the dimen-

sions that relate to the quality and quantity of delinquency and institutionalization 

as sources of explanation of structural position, clique membership and normative 

commitment. 

Concl usions 

The substantive conclusions that emerge from our consideration of the 

data presented in Chapters Four, Five and Six may be summarized as follows: 

1. There is absence of a complete system social structure as measured 

by the degree of subnet inbreeding and exogeneous reciprocated 

choices 

2. There is a large proportion of subjects who are characterized as 

perceiving the inmate society as highly prisonized (68%) 

3. Reciprocated choices within subnets are organized into simple 

clique structures 

4. The level of commitment to the inmate nonmatiVe system does not 

vary significantly between those subjects in cliques and those sub­

jects excluded from cliques 

5. Previous offense, previous institutional history, length of confine­

ment and interpersonal'oturity provide dimensions upon which 

sfgnificant differences OCcur when comparing clique members and 

isolates 

6. leaders and followers within cliques differ significantly in regards 
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to their level of other prisooizotion with leaders more hIghly pri .• 

IOnized than followers 

7. leaders have more extensive and serious delinquent careers thon 

followers 

8. leodel'l have served a longer period of time than hove followers 

9. leaders and followers do not differ with regard to interpersonal 

maturity or demographic characteristics. 

This has lead us to conclude that the organization of the inmate social structure is 

not determined by a commitment to a normative system that is opposed to the formal 

organization's norms, but rather that the inmate social structure is organized by the. 

norms evident in the subject's previous histories, namely, the ~orm of violence, 

coercion and subcultural involvement. 

If this is a vclid position, we should be able to observe that the col-

lectivity differs along the criminalistic dimensions and not the normative. That is, 

followers .hould in comparison to isolates exhibit more serious delinquent and in-

stitvtionol careers than isolates but should not differ with regards to prisonization 

level. As Tables 8 through 14 indicate these anticipations ore substantiated by the 

dota. 



TABLE 8 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY SELF PRISONIZATION LEVEl: 
FOLLOWERS AND ISOLATES 

Structural Posi tion 

Self PrisC'fIization 
level 

Totals 
Follower Isolate 

fA,) (%) 

High 34 .19 53 
(35.1) \29.7} 

low 63 45 108 
(64.9) (70.3) 

Totals 97 64 161 

r = .051 N.S. 
e 

TABLE 9 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY OTHER PRISONIZATION lEVEL: 
fOllOWERS AND ISOLATES 

Structural Position 

Other Prisonizotion Totals 
Level Follower Isolate 

fk) (%) 

High 59 43 102 
(60.8) (67.2) 

low 38 21 59 
('39. ~!) ('32.8) 

Totals 97 64 161 

r :: -.061 N.S. 
e 
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TABLE 10 

STRUCTURAL POSI liON BY FI RST OFFENSE TYPE: 
FOLLOWERS AND ISOLATES 

Offense Type 

Violent 

Property 

Status 

Totals 

x2 
= 2"'8316 

16 unknown 

2 5 unknown 

Structural Position 

Tolals 
Follower Isolate 

(%) (%) 

16 7 23 
(17.6) (11. 9) 

61 22 83 
(67.0) (37.3) 

14 30 44 
( 15.4) (50.8) 

91 1 5~ 150 

p < .001 C .3563 
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TABLE 11 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY CURRENT OFFENSE TYPE: 
FOLLOWER AND ISOLATE 

Structural Position 

Offense Type Totals 
Follower Isolate 

(%) (%) 

Violent 29 10 39 
(29.9) (15.6) 

Property 36 21 57 
(37.1) (32.8) 

Status 32 33 65 
(33.0) (51. 6) 

f.--
Totals 97 64 161 

2 
X = 6.7378 p < .05 c = .2002 
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TABLE 12 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY NUMBER OF OFFENSES: 
FOLLOWER AND ISOLATE 

Structural Position 

Number of Offenses Tolal~ 
Fo!lower Isolale 

fA» (%) 

0-1 12 12 24 
(12.4) (18.8) 

2-5 73 44 117 
(75.2) (68.8) 

6+ 12 8 20 
(12.4) (12.4) 

Totals 97 64 161 

2 
X = 1.2776 p > .50 
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TABLE 13 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY PREVIOUS CEDAR KNOLL CONFINEMENT: 
FOLLOWER AND ISOLATE 

Structural Position 
Previous 

Cedar Knoff Totals 
Confinement Foffower Isolate 

rio) (%) 

Yes 25 6 31 
(25.8) ( 9.4) 

No 72 58 130 
(74.2) (90.6) 

Totals 97 64 161 

2 2 
X = 6.6685 p < .01 C = .1992 X yates = 5.656 

TABLE 14 

STRUCTURAL POSITION BY INTERPERSONAL MATURITY LEVEL: 
FOLLOWER AND ISOLATE 

Structural Position 
Interpersonal 

Maturity Totals 
Level Foffower Isolate 

rio) (%) 

Low 33 11 44 
(34.0) (17.2) 

High 64 53 117 

1 
(66.0) (82.8) 

I 

! 

J 

Totals 97 64 161 

2 2 
X = 5 .• 501 p < .05 C = .1816 X yates = 4.6864 
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Thus, we observe: 

1. No difference between followers and isolates with regards to self 

or other prlsonization (tau-c = .051 and -.061 respectively) 

2. Si{jnificant differences between followers and isolates with regards 

to first offense and current offense type (X2 = 21.832, p < .001, 

C = .3563 and X2 = 6.7378, p < .05, C = .2002 respectively) 

3. The offense distribution differences illustrate the more serious and 

violent offenses af the followers (S4.6"10 the followers first offenses 

and 67.0% of the current offenses were non iuvenile status offen­

ses; 17.6% and 29.9% of the followers' first and current offenses 

were violent offenses) as compared to the isolates (in both first and 

current .,Hense the model category for isolates is the iuvenile 

statvs offense type) 

4. There is no significant difference between followers and isolates 

with regards to the number of offenses (X2 = 1.2776, p > .50) 

5. Followers differ significantly from isolates with regards to their 

previous Cedar Knoll experience (25.8% of the followers and 

9.4% of the isolates had a previous Cedar Knoll Commitment-­

X2 = 6.6685, p < .01, C = .1992) 

6. Followers and isolates differ significantly with regards to inter­

personal maturity (X2 = 5.501, p < .05, C = .1816), 34.0% of 

followers and 17.2% of isolates occupy low interpersonal maturity 

levels. 

Prlsonlzation level does not account for the fact of being classified as an isolate 

or a Follower, rather, in our data offense, institutional and psychological dimen-

slons characterize the inhabitants of those positions. 



CHAPTER 7 

.CONTACT AND COMf,mWNT 

Introduction 

The criminological literature on me social organizction of inmate com-

munlties, including the current study, has assLrned that in informal social organiza-

tions the basis of organization (normative end structural) must be "collective 

sentiments" or a "legitimate" order. I f this condition of value solidarity was not 

observed we proposed the inmate community could best be characterized by a con-

fllct model emphasizing diffuse structure and conflict between inmates. The liter-

ature has focussed upon a very narrow consideration of the contents of the normative 

component--the concept of prisonization. The data presented in Chapters Four, 

Five and Six clearly indicate that the troditional conception of the normative com­

ponent In inmate communities does not differentiate between those w"ithin and oCt-

side of the relevant social structure. In the following discussion we will consider 

the bases of adolescent delinquents organizations and relate this to our emergent 

consideration of the organizing principles of the inmate society. 

Cognition and Behavior 

Social scientists have been, as noted in Chapter One, enamoured with 

the relation between subiective orientations and behavior at both the individual and 

collective levels. There is a significant body of research that suggests that this is 
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not as relevant on association os we have theorized, except in orientational ex-

tremes O:>elief and withdrawl). The findings discussed in the earlier chapters rep-

!lcate the often noted lock of association between cognitive dimensions (e.9., 

attitudes of individuals ond group norms as expressed in responses to data stimuli), 

and behavior On our case the collective "acts" that result in our assessment of 

social structure). In this section we will review some of the major findings in these 

studies in order to identify on alternative analytical strategy for our consideration 

of the inmate society. 

The lack of association between c;ttitude and actions at the individual 

level was first observed by La Piere. 1 In that classic study, La Piere observed that 

not only was there no positive relationship between what one said they would do 

and what they did but in fact there was a high negative relationship. Irwin Deu-

bcher, who has reviewed all of the similar research since La Piere, has concluded: 

"no matter what one's theoretical orientation may be, he has no reason to expect 

to find congruence between attitudes and actions and every reason to expect to 

find discrepancies between them. ,,2 

'n a recent study Worner and De Fleur have attempted to identify 

factors that are relevant to on understanding of the absence of association between 

attitudes and behavior.
3 

They observe that altitudes and actions coincide only under 

1R• La Piere, "Attitudes and Action," Social Forces, 13 (1934),230-237. 

2,. Deutscher, "Words and Deeds," Social Problems, 13 (1966),247. 

3L.G. Worner and M. DeFleur, "Attitude as on Interactional Concept," 
American Sociological Review, 34 (1969),153-169. 
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the conditions of supportive situational factors. Thus, their analysis of discrimina~lon 

sugs/esh that the visibility of the action and the social distance between the acter 

and the recipient of the action are dimensions that are specific to the action situ­

atil)fl that cause lack of congruence between aHitudes ond action. 4 They account 

for error in prediction of behavior at all levels of attitudes toward discrimination 

depending upon the orienlarjc.n of the situation in which the action occurs. it is 

then the d~.iMnd characterl~iics of the situation that intervenes between attitudes 

and aeriorl to produce the absence of congruence. 

The boundaries of this issue are not as clear at the collective level 

fCK as Allporf noted most forcefully (and we echoed in Ohlpter One) collectives 

have frequently been defined in terms of onl y the normative component without 

reference to behavioral elements (e.g., the structure of the collectivity). 5 There-

fore there is generally no testing of this relationship and the normative element is 

analyzed aport from its observable conseqpences in behavior. In addition, bc-

havioral uniformity is frequently interpreted as evidence of "underlying" subjective 

orientations that account for the uniformity in behavior and the absence of "collective 

sentiments" indicates a condition of social disintegration (i.e., onomie and/or 

4Those who refuse to give-up the concept of attitudes frequently revert 
to the ·ctmude toward the situation being more relevant than the content of the 
aHitude" when confronted with this type of evidence. See M. Rokeach, Beliefs 
Attitudes and Vol uas (San Francisco: Jossey-Boss, 19613), p. 127. ---

5F• Allport, itA Structuronomic Conception of eehavior, ~ Journal of 
Abnormal and Social Psychology, 64 (1962), 1-30. 
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conflict).
6 

In a recent analysis of the bases of group integration Feldman has, 

following an extensive review of the previous theoretical and empirical efforts, 

concluded that three major dimensions of group integration are identifiable. 
7 

Thes" are normative Integration, functional integration and interpersonal integration. 

Normative integration refers to the existence of rules that govern behavior. Func-

tional integration refers to the existence of interdependent roles. Interpersonal 

integration refers to reciprocal liking of group members for one another. It is dear 

that our study has been concerned with these three boses, though we have not dealt 

extensively with the functional mode (only in terms of our distinction between 

leaders and followers). Table 1 (from Feldman) contains the correlation between 

these three measures For 568 males, 9-16 years of age comprising 61 groups in 

summer camps in 1965 in the state of Michigan. 

We observe that the only significant (at the .05 level) correlation is 

between functional integration and interpersonal integration, both of which refer 

to characteristics of structural cohesiveness. Normative integration (e.g., prlson-

Ization) and interpersonal integration (e.g., social structure position--though 

Feldman measured it only by reference to degree of liking other members not the 

stn.cture of these "likings") 'corr~late at +.24 which was not significant (r2 = 

6See discussion in Chapter One. 

7R: A • Feldman, "Interrelationships Among Three Bases of Group In­
tegration," Sociometry, 31 (1968), 30-47. 
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• 0576}. Our contention and findings regarding the absence of ossociation between 

prisonization and social structure is supported by data from a n~n-delinquent set-

tlng, and supports the position that collective structure and norms are not co-

terminus. Groups exist that are not normatively organized. 

TABLE 1 

PRODUCT-MOMENT CORRELATIONS FOR INTERRELATIONSHIPS 
AMONG THREE TYPES OF GROUP INTEGRATION 

Types of Integration Sig. 

Functional-Interpersonal .51 <.001 

Normative-Interpersonal .24 N.S. 

Normative-Functional • 14 N.S . 

Criminologists have come to recognize this fact in other areas but, as 

Indicated in Chapter One, have not recognized this with regards to the inmate 

society prior \'0 this research. In the study of another collectivity of law violators, 

the delinquent gang, we are now aware that the gang is not normatively distinguish-

able from nondelinquent collectivities although it is obviously behaviorally different. 

Short and Strodtbeck hove observed thaI' delinquent gang members and nondelinquents 

6imilor with regards to class position, race, age and region of the city} eva! uate 

prescriptive norms in the same way. 
8 

Empey and Lubeck have concluded from their 

8 J. Short and F. Strodtbeck, Group Processes and Gang Interaction 
(Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), pp. 47-77. 
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research in los .A.ngcles and Utah that "del inquent and nondel inquent, rural and 

urban, youth appraisa situations ('involving officially disvalued behavior) from some 

common perspectives. It 
9 

Matza, in a summalive, fhe'oretical analysis states ;hat 

"there is a subculture of delinquency but it is not a delinquent subculture,,,10 to 

express his contention that delinquent gangs are not unified by and focused on a 

coherent and pervasive normative structure although they exhibit behavioral con-

formity. While gang members exhibit behavioral uniformity' this cannot be aftribu-

ted as "sub cui tural theories" propose, to the operation of social facts. 

In a recent analysis Stratton has documented in a prison setting (N=351) 

the absence of significant association between prisonizalion and associations, using 

a measure of prisonization similar to that discribed in Chapter Thr.~e and an asso-

ciational preference scale thot included items concerning post institutional friend­

shi ps with other inmotes. 11 These factors were i ntercorre lated and l:orre I ated with 

attitudes towards violation of the law and extent of identification wiith criminal 

values. The major results of Stratton's study are summarized in Table 2. The inmate 

loyalty and association variables ore not significantly correlated (r = .14), and in-

mate loyalty does not correlate significantly with any of the other variables. This 

9L• Empey and S. lubeck, "Conformity and Deviance in th'e Situation 
of Company," American Sociological Review, 33 (1968), 766. 

10 
D. Matza, Delinquency and Drift (New York: John ¥/iley, 1964), 

p. 33. 

11 J. Stratton, "Differential Identification and Attitudes Toward the 
Law," Social Forces, 46 (1967), 256-263. 
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TABLE 21 

INTERCORRELATIONS OF REFERENCE GROUP INDICES AND 
ATTITUDES TOWARD LAW VIOLATlONS 2 

Criminal Assaciatianal Inmate 
Identi fj cati on Preference Loyalty 

--
Associational Preference .2r Auto 

Other .21 

Inmate Loyal ty 
Auto .03 .14 
Other .06 .15 

law Violation 
.343 

.413 Auto .06 
Other .483 .373 .04 

lReprinted from J. Stratton, "Differential Identificatioll and Attitudes 
Toward the Law," Social Forces, 46 (1967), 260. 

2Auto offenders = 272; Other = 79. 

3Significantly different from zero at .01 level. 
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reflects our finding concerning the absence of association between prisonization and 

clique membership. 

At the collective level there is the recognition, though it is less visible 

and readil y agreed to than at the individual level, that structures need not be or-

ganlzed by normative orientations. Though this seems to be contrary to the very 

basis of the traditional sociological approach h; the understanding of the effect and 

organization of informal collectivities we will suggest that this represents a simple, 

reductionistic conception of the explanation of behavior--one that must be discorded 
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In order to develop more vioble conceptual tools. 

Culture and Social Structure 

Within a particular mode of conceptualization is is accepted apriorily 

that human events must be explained by reference to systems of explanation that are 

related to each other, in the sense Ihat they are mutually influenced, but cannot 

explain all the variation in each other. ThiJs cultu;"I, social and personality sys-

tems are conceived to consist of analytically separate ali::! interacting components. 

Thus, there can be no systemic reductionism (each system !Ias internalitins that can-

not be explained by reference to other systems) nor can there be mere eclecticism 

(the systems are externally related). Therefcre culture and structure should not btl 

cong~ (they may be in canflict), though they are related, as the analysis of the 

two I 'wolves the analysl$ of two intemalities 12 

In this Iheoreti cal. mode cui ture refers to normative statements (gener-

ously prisonization) and structure refers to the organization of society (generousl y 

our choice structure). The structural system refers to the distribution of power in the 

analysis of Weber, Dahrendorf, Parsons and Rieff. Power in organizations can have 

a variety of foundations. French and Raven have suggested that these are: (1) 

coercive power, (2) reward power, (3) expert power, (4) legitimate power, and 

(5) referent power (identification). 13 Warren has formulated the following 

12rhe most concise statement of this position is found in A.L. Kroeber 
and T. Parsons, "The Concept~ af Culture and of Social Systems," American Socio­
logical Review, 23 (1958), 582-583. 

13 J.R. French and B. Raven, "The Bases of Social Power," In Dorwin 
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association between power base, behavior and atfitudes:
14 

FIGURE 1 

PREDICTED RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN POWER BASE 
AND TYPES OF CONFORMITY 

Behavioral 

Coercive 

Rewarc1 

Expect 

legitimate. 

Referent 

Attitvdinal 
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The condition af ccercive determination of power is associated with behavioral co,~-

formity and attitvdinal independence. 

The inmate culture (the elements of prisonization) represents a peculiar 

moral ideal. As Sykes and fv4.essinger have suggested the underlying dimension of the 

Inmate culture involves admonitions to reduce the degree to which inmates cause 

trouble for each other. 15 The culture does not prescribe posiHve goals but rather 

Cartwright and A. Zander (eds.) Group Dynamics (Evanston: Row, Peterson, 1960) 
pp. 607-623. 

140 • Warren, nPower, Visibility, and Conformity in Formal Organiza­
tions,· American Sociological Review, 33 (1968), 955. 

lSG • Sykes and S. Messinger, "The Inmate Code," in Theoretical 
Studies in the Social Organization of Prison (New York: Social Science Research 
Council, 196.3). 
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establishes only a proscriptive (do not inform on onother inmote), defensive system. 

The literature on the normative element stresses loyalty to self not to each other. 

The inmate culture may just as easily be conceptualized as a divisive factor as a 

unifying one. Culture as proscriptive would suggest, to the extent that it pene-

\ 

frotes and is penetrated by the social system, a fXJtentiol for unstable, and/or 

connicting social structure. 

The inmate social .tructure (as measured by patterns of reciprocal choices) 

Is Fragmented by residential propinquity. It contains only 70% of inmates with 

30'10 being isolates. Prisonization level does not differentiate between those with-

in and outside of structures, though leaders are more prisonized than followers. 

Those within structures are characlerized, relative to isolates, primarily in terms of 

involvement in more violent and extensive del inquent histories, more previous time 

served at Cedar Kno", and a personality configuration similar to the subculturoted 

delinquent. 

These characteristics of culture, structure and actors cannot be exp!oined 

by reference to a conformity or conflict model (as discussed in Chopter Une) but 

rather must be understood by reference to a more elaborate model. 

The Pri;on Commu~ 

We begin with the assumption (untested) t: at the inmate culture is best . I 
characterized by the elements of prisonization (68% characterize others as highly 

prisonized). We need not now postulate a subculture of violence within the prison 

I 

\ 
community. However we recognize that ~his does not determine soci,,1 structure nor 

does If correlate with positions in social structure. in fact, we propose it is a divise 
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force that would, if only it operafed, create a completely controlled but unrelated 

society. 

The social structure develops in a condition of minimal inputs from the 

culture system and minimal input from external systems. 16 In such a condition we 

would expect that coercion could be the sole basis of power and that thereFore we 

could expect high behavioral conformity but low attitudinal conformity ~elf prison­

ization).17 In the prison community, as in the delinquent gong, coercion is real 

.in the sense it refers to ability and willingness to engage in conflict. Our data 

strongly suggests that t~e basis of the social structure is coercion, not legitimation, 

reward, expertness or referrent. 

In the inmate society, as in the non-inmate society, cuI ture and struc-

ture are analytically separate and any attempt to explain one by reference to the 

other (reductionism) must be inadequate. Rother than continue as culture reduction-

ists those concerned with the nature of the prison community should focus on more 

refined understandings of the social structure and how it is related to the inmate 

culture. 

16The major external system would be the administrative structure. We 
did not consider this in our data collection, however, we were aware of its signifi­
cance andare now only re-awakening this recognition. 

17This suggests that the observed absence of relationship between self 
and other prisonization may not be artifactual as suggested in Chapter Four. 
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APPENDIX A 

THE CONNECTIVITY ANALYSIS PROGRAMS 

Original programmers: T. J. Fararo and Salish Seth (AUTOCODER) 
Translated to FORTRAN BY : C.F. Wellford and F.C. Praeger 

I. CONTENTS OF THE PA.CKAGE 

The decks are numbered from one to five. Deck one is the data deck for 

the Cedar Knoll net sfudy utilized in this study. Decks two through five 

are various programs. 

DECK 2 

DECK 3 

DECK 4 

DECK 5 

Net Tracing Program 

Parameter Estimation for Nets 

Higher Order Bias Estimate 

Full Tracir.g Formul a 

All programs are written in FOK TRA~" IV and were tested and run on the 

IBM 360/65 of the University Uty Science Center. 

II. DATA INPUT (DECK 1) 

Each person (node) is assigned a three digit number such that each person in 

the popul ation is uniquel y defi ned and the range of numbers is consecutive 

from 1-N, with a maximum N=::999. The node identification number is 

pvnched in columns 1-3. This is followed by up to 10 three digit choices 

(targots) o~ the node (columns·4-33). Columns 34 (designated A vlJriable) 

and 35 (designated B variable) can contain dichoh>mized information 
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(punch =: 0 or 1) on the node tmd column 36 (designated C variable) a tri-

chotomized variable (punch - 0, 1 cr 2). Columns 37-80 are blank. The 

data in columns 34, 35 and 36 are utilized for subnet analysis. 

Example. Let person 76 Oead zeroes do not have to be punched but all 

node identifiers of less than three digits are right-justified within their 

three column fields) have as his six targets 1, 143, 232, 161,34 and 

124. Suppose also that he has the values A=: 1, B =: 0, C:: 2. Then 

his card is punched as: 

76 1 143232 161 34 124 (Blank to 34) 102 (Blank to 80) 

Ifl. NET TRACING PROGRAM 

The program operates over the stored data to perform a set of empirical 

tracings as described in Chapter Two. It will also do subnet tracings. 

Control cards are set by the user for the density, level and subnet Of any) 

desired for analysis. Additional parameters are manipulable by the user in 

a similar manner. 

A. Input decks and orderings: 

DECK 2 

/* 

GOSYSIN 

N Cord 

DATA 

Problem Card 

/* 

!, .. 
I 
! ! 
I' 

1 j 
It J 
'~ 

J 

I I I I 
__ ~ •. 'L 
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N - Cord fonnat: 

Co! • Description 

1 - 5 Right justified odd integer to generate random 
number sequence. Each different odd integer 
generates a different seguence. 

8 - 10 Population of total net. 

11 - 80 Blank 

Problem - Card format: 

Col. Description 

1 - 2 Contact density from 1 - 10. 

3 - 4 Number of starters: 

5 - 7 Population of total net. 

8 - 9 level from 1 - 10. 

10 

11 - 15 

16 - 20 

21 - 25 

26 - 30 

31 - 35 

36-40 

-41 - 45 

let L = leve I, then, 

Blank 

L = 0 begin with first target 
l = 1 begin with second target 
L = 10 begin with tenth target 

Minimum number of samples. 

Blank. 

"""='ximum number of sampl es. 

Blank. 

Cut-off criterion, C. Decimal point is not 
necessary • 

Blank. 

S~population for subnet anal ysis ani y. 

" 'i 

I 
! 

I' 
! . 

I' 
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Col. Descri pti on 

46 - 50 Blonk. 

51 - 80 Subnet rooting instructions see (a) below. 

(0) Control Words for Subnet Studies. 

Columns 51 - 59 of each problem card are reserved for infor-

motion detailing the nature of the subnet to be analyzed, if 

ony. Each subnet study reguires a new problem card. 

The partitioning variables which limit the nature of the kind of 

subnet that is studied are given in the profile containing val- I' 

ues of A, Band C. Thus A may be sex, B moy be del in-

quency-status and C may be grade. Any substantive varioble 

moy be used, provided only that A is 2-volued, B is 2-valued 

ond C is 3-val ued. 

To utilize A os a partitioning varioble we say that we "root" 

-nodes o~ A. This merely establishes thaI the program will 

c:l05sify nodes on the basis of' A. To study one or another of 

the two classes of nodes, we further "root" on either the indi-

eator "1" or "0." Thus, suppose A is sex and A-I is male 

while A-O is femole. We regulre two instructions to the 

program: take into account sex (root on A) and further, 

troce 0 net cont?ining those nodes tlwl are mole voot on A-I). 

If no other variable is used to classify /lOdes, the result is a 

trocing over a s1,;bnet contoining only moles. ~ing B or C 



153. 

produces further portitioning of the populotion. Agoin, a rHO. 

fold instruction is required: root on the vorioble o'Ki then root 

in particulor on 0 subcJem sf>'.?cified by the vorioble. 

A further option is present in restricting the population from 

which sterlers or torgers ot slep; beyond the origin of the 

trocing cre cre»tn. ih~ to scmple slorlers from the subne!s 

we "rool on storter;." But one can let the steriers be cO;"l1plefely 

arbitrary and only root nodes at sths.equen! removes; this calls 
\ 

for o,n jr-.5irvction Ado not root storters" end "ro:>: tcrgeh. tt 

Similcrly, one ceo roo: s!cders but not svbs.equ.enf forgef-s 

(e ,g -, 0 mes-scse enters the sysfem end is certain fo IQ~d c-

tnOng tnO$e who hove p;o~rfy A-l, but cfreruorcs sprecds 

through the toto! sy;!e:lJ). FincH)" or:e..ccn roo: en r.ei'l,er 

stoners nor t01ge!s: this specie! ccs.e is c told r.et c:-.c!ysis. 

The options ere cbIcir..ed 6)' coae-col v,oord Func~ir.g in rhe 

problem ccrd for the i;ccing Cl foIl0'/,5: 

Column DeseripHon 

51 0 do not roo: cn sfcrfen 
1 roof on s!erlen 

52 0 do not re·:»: en :crs,eh 
1 = root on tcrgers 

0 = co not root en A 
1 = root on A 

0 co not root en B 
1 root on S 

;'1 , , 
'" Ii 
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Column pescri pHon 

55 0 do not root on C 
1 root on C 

56 0 :: root on A 0 
1 root on A 1 

57 0 :: rool on B 0 
1 :: rool on B 1 

58 0 rool on either C = 0 or C = J 
1 = rool on C 2 

59 0 root on C 0 
1 :: root on C 1 

60-00 Blank 

~) All of !he above fields are right justified; blanks need not be 

punched. 

B. For each problem cord that is input', a set of structure statistic, is given 

0$ output. No cords are output. A record of net) for each step .1 

Is given for each sample traeing for a given problem ond then the cver-

ages are printed as the structure s!ctisHcs. As many problem cards can 

be run in the some job os the line and time limits of the operation wi" 

a"ow • 

IV. P AAM\ETER E$ TI Ii\}; TI 0 N FO R N ET$ 

Comp'.Ite) rr, (], fT for total net or any subnet defined in terms of the. 
s 

variables A, B, a;,d C of rooting. 

A. Input decks end ordering: 





':j 

i"i 
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c. Output 

1) problem card printed 

2) 'if 

3) Cf 

4) ~ 

5) a. 
-i 

6) subnet size N. 
I 

7) tofal number of con~acts in subnet 

8) Number reciprocated contacts 

9) Number sibbed contacts 

10) Number daub-role reciprocated confacts 

V. HIGHEK-ORDER BIAS ESTIMATE 

Computes lambda for total net or any subnet defined in terms of variables 

A, Band C. 

All format and deck ordering is identical fa fhot for fhe third program (DECK 

3) for parameter estimation for nef'S. The only change is in the output, as 

follows: 

1) problem cord printed 

2) subnet denisty o. 
-i 

3) no. of contacts (axones) on subnet 

4} subnet sl2.e 

5} no. of contacts "refJrning to grandparent" 

, i , , 

i i 
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6} lambda C'gp") 

VI. FULL TRACING FORMULA 

Computes theoretical values of net), pet), N(t) and X(t) for every t up to 

apointwhere pet} -.0, given input volues for the density 5!.' fT, a, and 

the starting fraction P(O), as well as the net size. The formula derived in 

Appendix A of the Foraro-Sunshine monograph is employed. The some for-

mula can be used to derive random net prodictions by setting fT = a = 0 

on the input cards. 

A. Deck order: 

DECK 5 

/* 

GOSYSIN 

Problem Cords 

Finish Cord 

B. Formats: 

Problem cords: 

0., N., ., ',' P(O) -1 , , 

and see program for actual FORTRAN input format. Finish cord: 

os in problem cards but set 11 ~ 1. 

c. Output 

A table of theor.)tical structure statistics, with entries labeled. 

,-.----~. --~-.-- .--~,-'~. ,~='=""""""'--,-,-------~ 



. APPENDIX B 

THE SCHEDULE 

Nome: 

Age: 

. 1. When do you expect to be rei eased from Cedar Knol I ? 

Nonth Year ---
2. Print the names of fhe four male students at Cedar Knoff ~ut not in Orien­

tation c,ttage) who are your best walking portners. (Give their full nome, 
not nickname). 

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

Answer the foJ/awing questions by checking the reSf?O"se that most agrees with the 
way you think about the problem described. There are no right or wrong answers-­
the way ~ feel is the response we want. Do not skip any of the questions. 

1. A. student commits a minor rule infraction. A counselor, who observes the 
student, reports the incident. Later two students are discussing the coun­
selor's action. One of the students criticizes the counselor. The other, 
le~'s calf him Johnsan--degends the counselor and says he is usuaffy fair 
and that he is only doing his duty. 

What do ~ think of JOhnson defending the counselor? 

It was right -----
It was wrong ____ _ 
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How many of the mole students here at Cedar Knoll do ~ think would 
approve of .k>l,nson's defending the counselor? 

Almost all -----
About three-fourths ----
About half -----
About one-fourth ----
Almost none ----

2. Students Anderson a.n.a Watfs are good friends. Anderson had some money 
smuggled into Cedar I<noll by a visitor. He explains to Watts that he thinks 
the I:ounselor is getting suspicious and asks Watts to hide the money for a 
few days. Watls tokes the money and hides it. 

What do ~ think of Watts' hiding the money? 

It was right -----
It was wrong -----

How many of the male students here at Cedar Knoll do ~ think would 
. approve of Watts' hiding the money? 

',-, AI most all -----
About three-fourths ----
About half ----
About one-fourth 

Almost none ____ _ 

3. Harris is planning to run away. He asks Davis to help him by talking to 
the counstllor while Harris makes it to t:,e woods. Davis says no, and tells 
Harris he is going to warn the counselor of Harris' planned escape. 

What do ~ think of Davis' decision? 

-"NMiblEti , 4·25 +i. 4!"*'e;sf"-,-· .... ··eCllZ'!!J2.J?,,.W .-~ ___ _ 
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It Was right ----
It Was wrong --'---

How mony of the st~ents here at Cedar Knoll do ~ think would approve 
.of Dovis' decision '? 

Almost all ----
About three-fourths ----
About half ----
About one-Fourth ----
Almost none ---

Answer the following by circling "T" is you think the statement is true or "F" if you 
think the statement is false. We ore interested in lour opinions, what ~ think. 
I will read each stotement twice then give you a short time to think about your 
answer and to circle the Tor F. 

1. T F Where you end up in life is mostly a matter of luck. 

2. T F 
. 

It would be kind of dumb to v6te for increasing your taxes. 

3. T F It's not what you do, but whether or not you get caught that 
really counts. 

4. T F People interfere with my thinking. 

5. T F Honesty is usually a handicap in getting ahead in the world. 

6. T F It's not what you know, but who you know that counts. 

7. T F I always follow th~ rule' that what people don't know won't hurt 
them. 

8. T F All is fair in love and war. 

9. T F When things go wrong I just try harder. 

10. T F A person never knows when he will get in trouble. 
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11. T F 

12. T F 
" 

!, 
:If 

\ 
13. T F 

, I 
14. T F 

15. T F 

16. T F 

17. T F 

18. T F 

(. 

161. 

Honestly looking at it, everyone is only interested in his own 
problems. 

It's better to take each day as it comes than to pion about Ihe 
future. 

Policemen who bawl people out do so just to feel imporfant. 

A person who is different should try to be more like others. 

Actually the most important single thing for a man to give his 
family is good support so that they will have all the things 
they want. 

I can see many reasons wh}, a person would vote to raise his 
own toxes. 

looking at it honestly, I think that all I have been doing here 
is putting in my time. 

Some people just seem to hove it in for me • 

• s 
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CODe DESCRIPTIVE DECK 

I Column I: 
1 - 3 Node 

I 4- 6 Target 1 

7- 9 Target 2 

I 10 - 12 Target 3 I 

13 - 15 Target 4 I 
I 

16 - 21 Prisonization Responses 
16, 18, 20 l=High 

2=low 
17, 19, 21 J,2=High 

3,4,S=low 

22 Self Pr. Rank I=High (2 or more) 

23 Other Pr. Rank I=High (2 or more) 

24 - 25 1M Score 

26 1M level 2=low 
I=High 

27- 28 Age (years) 

29 Race 1 - Non White 
2 - White 

30 Religion 1 - Prot. 
2 - Cotholic 

31 - 32 Time Served in Iv'Ionths 

33-34 Time Expected to Relea=e in Iv'Ionths 

35 Current Cottage 
I - Orientation 5 - B5 
2 - B2 6 - B6 
3 - B3 7 - Ash 
.. - B4 
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Column 

36 

37 

38 

39- 40 

43 - 44 

45- 46 

47 - 48 

49.., 50 

51 - 52 

53-54 

55 

56 

57~' 59 

Cottage Side 
1 - A 
2-8 

Operating Cottage if currently h Ash 

Cottoge Side 
1- A 
2-8 

AlJe of Official Delinquency Onset in Years 

Current OFFense (code as in list A) 

First Offense (code as in list A) 

Total Number of Arrests Prior to Current 

Total Number of Prior Adjudications 

Total Number of Prior Correctional Placements 

TIme {roonths} Served in Correctional Institutions 

Age {Years} at First Correctional Admission 

Previous Placement at M.G. or C.K. 
1 - None 
2 - M.G. Only 
3 - C.K. Only 
4 - M.G. and C.K. 

Other Placements 
0- None 
1 - Junior Village 
2 - Foster Home 
3 - 1 and 2 
4 - Other Dependency Institution 
5 - 1 and 4 
6 - Youth Probation House 

lCl3t Residence (D.C. Census Tracts) 

163. 



Column 

61 

62 

63-65 

66- 67 

68- 69 

70 - 71 

Time in D.C. 
1 - Since Birth 
2 - 1 year or less 
3 - 1 year to 3 years 
" - > 3 years to 6 years 
5 - > 6 years to 10 years 
6 - > 10 years fo 15 years 
7 - > 15 years 

Migration (place) 
0- None 
1 - South 
2 - North 

Family Status 
1 - Complete 

3 - Midwest 
4 - For West 
5 - Foreign Born 

2 - Father Deceased 
3 - Mother Deceased 
,,- M:lther only, Father S~parated or Divorced 
5 - Father only, Mother Separated or Divorced 
6 - IIleg., Mother li.ves alone 
7 - Mother and paramour, father living 
8 - With other relatives . 
9 - Does not live with parents or relatives 

Lost Street School (code as in List B) 

Lost Street Grode Attended 

Current Institutional School Placement 
1 - Highest 

15 - Lowest 

Voeational Training 
00 - None 
01- Barber 
02 - General Shop 
03 - Corpen try 
04 - Shoe Shop 
OS - Auto Shop 
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Column 

n-73 

74 

75 - 76 

77 - 78 

'. 

Current Job Placement 
00 - None 
01 - InstituHonai N.aintenance 
02 - Cottage fv'.aintenance 
03 - DTS Conteen 
04 - Hospitol 

11 - MacDonald's 
12 - Accent Enterprises 
13 - Gasoline Stations 
14 - Ft. Meade Commissary 
15 - Farmer Brown's Furniture Co. 

Special Programs 
1 - Research and Develo2ment 

Numbl~r of Disciplinary Actions 

Average Monthly Visits 
~) - Not yet eligible for visits 

I 
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LIST A 

1 - Plltit larceny - Shoplifting 

2 - Larceny 

3 - UUA 

.. - Dest. Public Property 

5 - Brug I ary 

6 - Ho~ebreaking 

7 - CCrYW 

8 - Robberj' 

9 - Simple Assault 

10 - Assaul t 

11 - Rape 

12 - Homicide 

13 - Sodomy 

14 - Inclee. Assault 

15 - Tampering with aulo 

16 - Farse Fire Alarms 

20 - Dis. Conduct 
'", 

23- Truancy 

24 Beyond Conlrol 

25- Poor Com. Adj. 

26 - Absconding C.K. or other Inst. 

27 - Beyond Coo frol J. V • 

90- Unknown 

99- Current is first 
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LIST B 

000 - Not in school in D.C. 26 - Anacostia 

1 - Gordon Jr. High 27 - Boys Jr.-Sr. 
2 .. Kromer 28 - Geo. Mason 

3 - Show 29 - Douglas 

4 - Cardoza 30 - Bockus 

5 - Bonneke:r 31 - Gidding Elem. 

6 Kelly-Miller 32 Hine Twilight 

7 - Birney Elementary 33 - Woodson Jr. High 
8 •. Francis Jr. High 34 - Eliol' 

9 - Watkins ~ 35 - ScoH Elem. 

10 - Hart 36 - Jackson Elem. 
11 Sousa 37 Dunbar 
12 Terrell 38 Ballow I 

"j' 

13 - MacFarland 39 - Emory 

14 - Randall 40- Brightwood Elem. 
15 - Woodro'U Wilson 41 - Stewart 

16 - Bruce Evans 42 - Eastern 

17 - Cook Elementary 43 - Partridge 

18 - langley 44- Rabout 

19 - Paul 45 - Jefferson 
.,,~ 

ii 

20 - Garrett Patterson 46 - Coolidge 

21 - Browne 47 - Simm Elem. 

22 - Springarn 48 - Roper 

23 - Bundy 49 Sharp Belle 

24 - McKinely 91 - Special Classes 

25 - Taft 
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